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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TEACHERS' AND STUDENTS' 
PREFERENCES FOR ERROR CORRECTION STRATEGIES IN 
CLASSROOM CONVERSATION
Attitudes of teachers, researchers, and 
students towards the errors of foreign language 
learners and treatment of them have been affected by 
the methodological shifts in language learning. In 
keeping with this trend, errors are considered a 
natural part of the learning process. This shift 
has affected the strategies that teachers use to 
correct learners' errors. Traditionally, teachers 
have used explicit error correction strategies, 
since, in the period of Behaviorism, when teacher- 
centred learning was dominant, teachers felt a 
responsibility for correcting students' errors. As 
a result, they used explicit strategies and students 
expected teachers to use these strategies. However, 
in the process of shifting from a teacher-centred to 
a learner-centred approach, teachers started to use 
more implicit error correction strategies in which 
teachers prompt students to discover their own 
errors and correct them.
In Turkey, due to the traditional educational 
system, language learning is still viewed as process 
of memorization rather than hypotheses-testing. 
Therefore, it is hypothesized in this study that EFL 
students will prefer more explicit strategies as a 
result of their educational training, while EFL
teachers will prefer more implicit error correction 
strategies.
Since classroom research indicates that 
teachers tend to modify their speech to the students 
depending on their proficiency level, it is felt 
that these strategy preferences will be conditioned 
by the students proficiency level. Research has 
also shown that the proficiency level of the 
students is a significant factor in the approach 
used in teaching. So, it is hypothesized in this 
study that teachers will change their preferences 
depending on the proficiency level of the students; 
that is, teachers of elementary level students 
will prefer more explicit strategies compared with 
those of the advanced level. As for the students 
themselves, since advanced level students have more 
confidence in their ability to communicate, it is 
assumed that they will prefer more implicit 
correction strategies compared with those at the 
elementary level.
The purpose of this study was to investigate 
EFL teachers' and students' preferences for error 
correction strategies in classroom conversation and 
the extent to which these pi'eferences are affected 
by the proficiency levels of the students. This 
research was conducted with two groups of students—  
elementary and advanced level— and a group of 
teachers who teach at both elementary and advanced 
level at TOMER, a language teaching centre at Ankara
University in Turkey. Twenty students from the 
Turkish student population studying EFL at TOMER, 
ten elementary and ten advanced level, were randomly 
selected, using stratified random sampling. Ten 
teachers were selected from the teacher list. Then, 
subjects were instructed to fill out the 
questionnaire, indicating preferences for error 
correction strategies in classroom conversation. 
After the collection procedure, data were analyzed 
using t-tests and a 2-way analysis of variance in 
the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) and Two Spearman Rank Order Correlations.
The results of the study show that there is a 
significant difference between EFL teachers and 
students' preferences for correction strategies of 
grammar and pronunciation errors in classroom 
conversation. In general, students preferred more 
explicit strategies than did teachers while teachers 
preferred more implicit strategies than students 
did. The proficiency level of the students also 
affected the subjects' preferences for error 
correction strategies. It was observed that 
elementary level students preferred more explicit 
strategies compared with advanced level students. 
The proficiency level of the students also affected 
teachers' preferences but not significantly. There 
was also an interaction between the main effects of 
status (teacher or student) and proficiency level.
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
1.1. BACKGROUND AND GOAL OF THE STUDY
In spite of their best efforts, students 
will make errors in learning second languages and 
these errors are inevitable (Abbott, 1980). Until 
recently the teachers, the students, the method, the 
text book, and the syllabus have all been used as 
scapegoats for the failure of second language 
learners. While teachers have been blamed for 
causing errors due to careless teaching and
planning, students have been blamed for lack of 
motivation and intelligence (Simsek, 1989).
In recent decades the theories of second 
language learning have been changing so dramatically 
that even the definition of language learning is a 
subject of debate. It is claimed, for example, that 
language is not learned, but acquired. Acquisition 
is a natural assimilation of language (Krashen & 
Terrell, 1983). This shift in language learning 
from behaviouristic to cognitive approaches has 
resulted in different attitudes of resear'chers and 
teachers toward learners' errors and the correction 
of them (Hahn, 1987). Two general schools of 
thought are presently dominant: one supports the
behaviouristic approach to errors which states that 
errors are bad habits in language learning and 
should be prevented, and another supports the
cognitive approach which emphasizes hypothesis
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formation and feedback and considers errors a 
natural part of the learning process.
Recent approaches to language learning and 
teaching are based on the cognitive view which holds 
that language is rule-governed and learned by 
hypothesis formation. Making errors is a strategy 
used by both children acquiring their mother tongue 
and by those learning a second language (Allwright, 
1975; Rivers, 1983). Errors are not considered bad 
but good (Klassen, 1991). That is, learners' errors 
are not indications of failure any more but are 
important tools to be used in the learning process.
How errors are viewed in first and second 
language acquisition is a subject of debate. Some 
educators contend that children commit errors that 
do not impair communication. Therefore, adults can 
learn a second langauge using a similar trial and 
error approach (Walz, 1982). However, others 
believe that errors made by both children and 
adults should be treated differently. In practice, 
children are encouraged as long as their attempts to 
communicate are successful. Generally children's 
errors are not corrected unless they impair 
communication. On the other hand, students in a 
language class are required to produce grammatically 
correct sentences rather than to communicate a 
meaningful message. However, considering the 
apparent similarities between LI and L2 acquisition.
similar correction strategies could be used (Walz, 
1982).
The shift in language learning theories has 
been accompanied by a change in methodology from 
teacher-centred to learner-centred teaching. So a 
learner's opinion should be taken into 
consideration, because only a learner can judge the 
task from the learner's point of view (Raz, 1985). 
Errors tell teachers how far the learner has 
progressed and what is left for him to learn, show 
researchers how language is learned, and provide the 
learner with information to test his hypotheses 
about the rule system (Corder, 1973). Although many 
educators agree that learners' errors are beneficial 
learning strategies, there is no consensus as to the 
following questions: Should errors be corrected? if 
so, which ones? when? by whom? And how? (Robb, Ross, 
& Shortreed, 1986).
The methodological shift in recent years has 
been from teacher correction to self-correction or 
peer correction. Even in self-correction or peer 
correction the teacher still has a crucial role to 
play. Nevertheless, it has not been proven that any 
one correction technique is more effective than any 
other.
No matter which technique is used, the last 
word in correction belongs to the teacher. The 
teacher is the one who chooses the correction
strategies for the learner (Odabasi, 1989). There is 
no consensus as to which errors should be corrected 
and when, but correction should be supportive rather 
than critical (Hendrickson, 1978). Otherwise,
correction of oral errors in the classroom may be 
irritating or discouraging, and it may result in 
withdrawal.
Research has shown that students prefer to be 
corrected by their teacher (Cathcart & Olsen, 1976; 
Chenoweth et al., 1983; Courchene, 1980; Walz, 
1982). In the light of these findings teachers 
prefer implicit correction. Immediate correction 
which is required in the Audiolingual Approach is 
not recommended by Chaudron (1989) who feels that 
many teachers' strategies of error correction are 
inconsistent, ambiguous, and even misleading. 
Others feel that teachers use different techniques 
and strategies depending on the proficiency levels 
of the students (Hendrickson, 1978; Walz, 1982).
1.2. STATEMENT OF RESEARCH QUESTION
1.2.1. The research question
What is the relationship between teachers' 
and students' preferences for error correction 
strategies in classroom conversation? To what
extent are those preferences affected by the 
proficiency levels of the students?
1.2.2. Definitions
The following terms and abbreviations are used
throughout the study:
Error: "Any deviation from the rules of the
native language model" (Corder,1973).
Implicit correction and explicit correction 
strategies: These terms were selected from
baseline data obtained from 18 EFL university 
instructors registered in an MA TEFL Programme 
at Bilkent University during the time of the 
study (see Chapter 3). In addition,
instructors were asked to supply definitions 
for these terms. Selected definitions for 
implicit and explicit correction strategies 
include the following:
Implicit correction strategies:
1. "Covert, indirect correction of errors".
2. "Error is corrected without letting learner
be aware of correction."
3. "Questions or sentences that are used by the
teacher do not bear an explicit correction 
clue— question or sentences do not indicate 
that the student has committed an error. 
Implicit correction ^ is done by the 
teacher's providing the correct version by 
repeating or extending the erroneous 
statement".
4. "The teacher corrects without pointing out
where the error is or correct indirectly".
5. "Repeating correct form or pretending not to
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understand. The reason may be due to not 
having heard the answer”.
6. "Student sees where he has made a mistake
but it is not stressed or supported 
with a long explanation”.
7. "Correcting error without hurting the
feelings and indirectly”.
Explicit correction Strategies:
1. "Direct, overt, and open correction.
Sentences or statements that indicate the 
learner has committed an error and are 
often accompanied by explanations”.
2. "Students clearly understand they are 
corrected”.
3. "The students are directly told that what
they said was wrong”.
4. "It is straightforward correction. The
teacher gives explanation”.
5. "Pointing out the error and correct it
immediately”.
6. "Student sees where he has made a mistake 
and receives an explanation”.
7. "Students' errors are corrected directly as
soon as the student make the error”. 
Abbreviations: The following abbreviations are used: 




1-2-3. Statement of Expectations
In this study it is expected that there is a 
negative correlation between teachers' and students' 
preferences for error correction strategies with 
teachers preferring implicit and students preferring 
explicit strategies. This relationship is expected 
to be influenced by the proficiency levels of the 
students. It is also expected that advanced level 
students' preferences will be more similar to those 
of teachers than those of beginning level students.
1.2.4. Statement of Limitations
The study is limited to Turkish EFL teachers' 
and students' preferences for error correction 
strategies in classroom conversation. It is also 
limited to pronunciation and grammar errors in
classroom conversation. Only the twelve error 
correction strategies that were used in the Cathcart 
and Olsen study (1976) were Included in this study. 
Elementary and advanced-level students were used as 
subjects on the assumption that differences in 
strategy preferences (if they exist) will be found 
by comparing these two levels. The study was carried 
out at TOMER, a language teaching centre at Ankara 
University. In this school language learning is not 
compulsory and students voluntarily enroll in
language classes for which they pay tuition. Since 
it is a community language teaching centre,
students come from various first language 
backgrounds, including Turkish, English, French, and 
German. However, only Turkish EFL teachers and
students were used as subjects in this study in 
order to control nationality as a variable.
1.3. HYPOTHESES
In this study three experimental and three null 
hypotheses were tested.
1.3.1. Experimental Hypotheses
It is hypothesized that the following groups 
will prefer more explicit correction strategies:
____ students compared with teachers
____ beginning level students compared
with advanced level students
____ teachers of beginning level students
compared with teachers of advanced 
level students.
1.3.2. Null Hypotheses
It is hypothesized that there is no systematic 
relationship between teachers' and students' 
preferences for error correction strategies in 
classroom conversation. It is also hypothesized 
that the students' proficiency level has no effect 
on teachers' and students' preferences for error 
correction strategies.
1.3.3. Identification of Variables 
Independent Variable: Status (Being teacher or
student)
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Dependent Variable : Preferences for error
correction strategies in 
classroom conversation.
Moderator Variable : The proficiency level of the
students
1.4. OVERVIEW OF METHODOLOGY
This study is based on a study by Cathcart and 
Olsen (1976), which examined and compared students' 
and teachers' expressed preferences for error 
correction strategies and their actual classroom 
behaviour wiyth regard to student error. In the 
present study teachers' and students' preferences 
for error correction strategies were compared and 
the influence of students' proficiency level was 
examined.
A questionnaire (similar to one designed by 
Cathcart and Olsen, 1976) on preferences for erroz' 
correction strategies of oral errors was 
administered to a total of 20 students at two 
different proficiency levels, elementary and 
advanced, at TOMER, a language teaching centre at 
Ankara University (see appendix A). A parallel 
questionnaire were administrated to 10 Turkish EFL 
teachers also at TOMER (see Appendix B). Teachers 
were required to fill out two identical 
questionnaires one for elementary and one for 
advanced level students. Teachers were selected 
from among those who do not have an MA or PhD. The
first part of the questionnaire consists of 
questions about background information. The second 
part asks subjects to choose among 12 different 
alternative correction strategies which a teacher 
might use in the classroom when a learner makes a 
speech error in grammar. The third part of the 
questionnaire consists of similar correction 
strategies for speech errors in pronunciation.
1.5. OVERVIEW OF ANALYTICAL PROCEDURE
First, students' and teachers' responses to 
each item in the questionnaire were compared. In 
Cathcart and Olsen's study (1976) tallying was used 
for this comparison but in the present study a 
comparison was done by assigning values of 1 to 4 
for points on the scale and doing a pairwise 
comparison of means for student and teacher 
preferences. Secondly, comparisons were made
between the students' and teachers' preferences' for 
each correction strategy, considering the 
proficiency level of the students, to see if the 
proficiency level of the students influences 
preference for error correction. Then, students' 
and teachers' preferences were ranked and the 
rankings were correlated. Third, correction
strategies were placed into two categories of 
"explicit" and "implicit" according to baseline data 
obtained from 18 EFL university instructors. 
Finally, comparisons and correlations mentioned
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above were done in terms of ‘‘explicit’' and 
"implicit" categories.
1.6. ORGANIZATION OF THE THESIS
The first chapter of the study introduces the 
topic and provides an outline of the research being 
done. The second presents a review of the related
literature on learner's errors and teachers'
strategies in correcting those errors. In Chapter 
Three, the data collection procedure, the setting, 
subjects and task are introduced. The fourth 
chapter presents both a quantitative and descriptive 
analysis of the data. The last chapter is a summary 
of the study and includes implications for 
instruction and recommendations for future research.
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REVIEW OF THE LİTERATÜRE
2.1. INTRODUCTION
With the introduction of new theories relating 
to language and to the psychology of language
learning, what seemed like the best method to deal 
with learners' errors a few years ago is the subject 
of debate today. The major shifts in language 
learning theory, for example, from behaviorism to 
cognitivism, have been followed by other changes in 
methodology, for example, from a teacher-centred 
approach to a learner-centred one. Use of the
latter approach entails changing the teacher's role 
from that of "teacher" to one of "facilitator," 
which, in turn, requires new attitudes towards the 
treatment of learner errors (Hahn, 1987).
In the last two decades, most researchers 
concerned with language learning studies have 
abandoned the behaviouristic approach which is based 
on conditioned learning and considers language 
learning as habit formation. Under behaviorism, 
errors were regarded as bad "habits", which had to 
be eradicated by the drilling and overlearning of 
"good habits". However, the more modern cognitive 
approach considers language learning to be 
hypothesis formation. As a result, a learner's 
errors are regarded as the most important evidence 
for understanding what the learning process is. So 
a study of a learner's errors as an attempt to
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hypothesize about the rule system of the language is 
essential to understanding the process of language 
learning (Richards, 1974).
In keeping with this general trend, errors are 
considered as a natural part of the learning 
process. Errors have been examined from different 
perspectives: the source of errors, the 
classification of errors, and the treatment of 
errors in the classroom (Krahnke & Christian, 1988). 
In the present study preferences of teachers and 
students for the treatment of oral errors in the 
classroom conversation will be examined. Although a 
learner's error is a subject of research, there is 
still no consensus on some basic issues: what 
distinguishes an error from a mistake? Should errors 
be corrected? If so, which one? when? how and by 
whom?
In recent decades considerable attention has 
been given to the treatment of error in second 
language learning. However, research findings have 
been contradictory in this area, and there is no 
consensus as to how teachers can best treat 
students' errors. A number of studies on the role 
of error in second language learning (Allwright, 
1975; Fanselow, 1977; Holley & King, 1971) have 
found that errors accelerate learning since they 
force learners to reject and reformulate their 
hypotheses about the rule system of the target
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language. However, classroom research has shown 
that teachers treat errors inconsistently and 
arbitrarily, strategies which render their efforts 
ineffective (Leki, 1991).
Part of the problem in employing consistent 
error correction strategies is the lack of agreement 
between students and teachers on teaching 
methodology and error correction strategies. Even 
in the light of new trends in methodology, many 
classes are still being taught in traditional ways. 
While teachers are teaching communicative activities 
in class, many still employ the traditional 
framework in varying degrees. The research (Little 
& Sanders, 1990) indicates that beginning-level 
adult language learners at college have traditional 
attitudes and expectations toward language learning. 
As a result, beginning level students preferred 
teacher-centred activities and responded to an 
explicit structural presentation more positively, 
while others (intermediate and advanced level) 
preferred having to generate hypothesis from the 
given data, that is, receiving an implicit 
presentation (Little & Sanders, 1990). However, if 
the learning task can be made learner-centred,■ the 
discrepancy between teacher's expectation and the 
learner's actual performances can be reconciled 
(Nunan, 1989). So the learner's opinion should be 
taken into consideration.
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Since human attitudes and behaviour affect 
learning and teaching, it is important to find out 
what students and teachers assume to be the most 
effective strategies on error correction. So the
goal of the present study is to find out the error 
correction strategies that will facilitate language 
learning. As proficiency level is a variable in 
language learning, students' preferences may vary 
depending on their proficiency level. If the
learner-centred approach facilitates learning, 
teachers may use different strategies depending on 
the students' proficiency level.
2.2. CONCEPTS OF LANGUAGE AND ERROR
As theories of second language learning and 
teaching have changed, pedagogical methods that 
reflect the theories of linguistics and psychology 
have also changed (Chastain, 1980). The application 
of new theories of linguistics and psychology to 
language has added a new dimension to our ways of 
viewing learner's errors (Corder, 1973).
Two general schools of thought presently 
dominate in the learning field. One supports the 
idea of language learning as habit formation and 
errors as bad habits which should be prevented. 
Also, language is seen as an abstract system to be 
learned through structured practice and the focus is 
on grammatical accuracy. The other supports the 
idea that language is learned by hypothesis
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formation about the target language and that 
hypothesis testing is a continuous process in the 
development of learner competence. As opposed to 
the first one, the second school claims that errors 
are a natural part of language and committing errors 
is probably a beneficial strategy of learning. The 
first school claims that errors are due to the 
inadequacy of teaching techniques whereas the other 
claims that errors will always be there in spite of 
our best efforts due to the fact that language 
learning takes place in an imperfect world (Corder, 
1973). Those two distinct views are represented in 
behaviouristic and cognitive approaches to language 
learning. In the last two decades, the behavioral 
approach, which considers language as habitual 
behaviour and views the learner's errors as bad 
habits, has been abandoned in favour of the
cognitive view. The shift in language learning from 
behaviouristic to cognitive views was followed by 
changes in the attitude of teachers, students, and 
researchers toward learner's errors and their
treatment. Those two distinct language learning 
theories and the teaching approaches based on them 
are analyzed in the following section.
2.2.1. Behaviorism, Audiolingual Method, and Errors
Audiolingual approaches can be traced to 
Bloomfield's school of structural linguistics in the 
1920s and 1930s, and to the assumption of
16
behaviour1stic psychology which was the dominant 
learning theory of the time. Behaviouristic
psychology describes all learning as a matter of 
conditioning and learning is realised through 
responses to outside stimuli (Littlewood, 1984; 
Newton, 1989). According to this theory, learning 
is habit formation. Habits can be acquired through 
associations between a stimulus and a response that 
are strengthened or weakened by the positive or 
negative reinforcements that follow the learner's 
response to a stimulus. The continuous associations 
between stimulus and response involves the immediate 
confirmation of the learner's correct response by 
the teacher, which in turn results in the formation 
of habits (Finocchiaro, 1974). In this theory 
language is a system of structurally related 
elements and language learning is a process of habit 
formation (Larsen-Freeman, 1986). The structuralist 
views the human mind as a "tabula rasa" on which 
language is engraved through conditioning. 
Repetition and imitation is very important. It is 
believed that children learn language by imitating 
and repeating adults. In audiolingualism errors are 
bad habit formation and should be prevented or 
corrected at once; otherwise, they will become 
habit. Teachers should correct all errors 
immediately and students should not be permitted to 
repeat their errors (Hendrickson, 1978).
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In spite of our best efforts in preventing 
error, when error occurs, the structuralist believes 
it should be corrected at once and correct patterns 
should be repeated for the benefit of the class. In 
this model errors are due to interference from the 
native language. Since the teacher's task is to 
prevent errors, the structural linguist provides 
students with a mechanism to deal with their errors.
The mechanism which the behaviourist school 
uses for predicting errors is called Contrastive 
Analysis (Hendrickson, 1978). In behaviourist 
psychology, learners use their past learned 
behaviour in the attempt to produce new structural 
forms and will transfer their automatic use of 
mother tongue structure in attempting to produce the 
target language (Rivers, 1986). When LI structure 
differs from L2, automatic transfer of LI structure 
to L2 structure results in errors, a process called 
"negative transfer". When LI structure and L2 
structure are the same, automatic transfer of L2 
structure will facilitate learning. This kind of 
transfer is called "positive transfer" (Dulay, Burt, 
& Krashen, 1982). Robinett and Schächter (1983) 
state that a careful comparison of the mother tongue 
with the target language will provide the teacher 
with a mechanism to prevent errors. It will also 
provide the student with the same type of mechanism 
that will help them to understand the causes of
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their errors and to avoid making errors.
In this approach if materials can be prepared 
that will help learners overcome the conditioned 
habits of LI as they are imitating the new patterns 
of L2, language learning will be facilitated and 
errors will be prevented. As a result, errors have 
no value in the learning process, so studying errors 
does not reveal anything useful for teachers and 
students. One of the teacher's roles in this
approach is to correct all errors immediately in 
order to prevent learners from fossilizing them.
2.2.2. Cognitive Theory and Its Approach to Errors
Transformational generative grammar and 
cognitive psychology have influenced the theories of 
second language learning, leading to new trends in 
the language learning and teaching field. Chomsky 
(1966) states that language is not learned through a 
continuous association between stimulus and response 
that is strengthened by reinforcement. Human beings 
come into the world with an innate language learning 
ability which has been characterized as "language 
acquisition device". Children possess an innate 
Universal Grammar (UG) that dictates their 
grammatical development. The UG consists of
abstract principles which children use to organize 
the language they hear in certain ways (White, 
1990). Children form hypotheses about the gfeanmar 
of the language that they are learning and test
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hypotheses using their language acquisition devices 
by comparing them with their knowledge of possible 
grammars based on the principle of universal 
grammar. In this way children build up their 
individual competence. In this theory, language is 
rule-governed. Learners create new utterances
depending on the rules they have internalized. 
Language learning is a creative and active process 
in which learners construct a system in order to 
test their hypotheses about the target language from 
a mmber of possible sources of knowledge (Burt, 
Dulay & Krashen, 1982; Rivers, 1983).
2.2.2.1 Hypothesis-Testing
Recent approaches to language teaching are 
based on the belief that first and second language 
acquisition processes are similar (Walz, 1982)1 It 
has been observed that children go through a series 
of interim grammars, as they test hypotheses about 
the form of the language they are learning. Just 
like children, second language learners also go 
through a series of interim grammars, which is part 
of a grammatical system called "interlanguage" 
(Selinker & Douglas, 1985). The interlanguage is a 
kind of language that is developed by second 
language learners as they are learning and indicates 
the learner's interim grammar at that time (Corder, 
1973). It is a version of the target language which 
deviates in some way from the grammatical system of
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the native speaker. It is the product of
hypotheses which the learner is testing in the 
target language. The learner produces an utterance 
and gets information from a number of sources in 
order to test its correctness. If it is not 
comprehended, he rejects that hypothesis and 
develops another one that modifies his interim
grammar (Chastain, 1980).
The hypothesis testing and interlanguage 
theories have influenced current attitudes toward 
errors. Since learners learn by hypothesis
formation and testing in the learning process, 
errors are mechanisms that provide learners 
information in order to test their hypotheses. 
Allwright (1975) states that making errors is a 
strategy used both by children acquiring the mother 
tongue and those learning a second language. 
According to this theory errors are no longer bad 
but good. In addition, errors indicate that the 
language acquisition device is working, and guides 
the learner to correct the hypothesis that he is 
using (Hendrickson, 1978). For the teacher errors 
are evidence that his students are trying to learn 
the language.
2.2.2.2. Natural Language Learning
Some language theorists, such as Krashen 
(1982), believe that language is not learned, but 
acquired in the natural environment. Since children
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learn their mother tongue by creating utterances to 
express their own thoughts, an environment that 
approximates the context in which children learn 
language should be created in the classroom while 
studying the grammar of the language should be done 
outside of the classroom. This allows the teacher 
to devote class time to communication. That means 
students will make hypotheses about the target 
language outside of class and test them in class 
where their interim grammar will be either confirmed 
or tolerated.
The shift in theories of language learning· has
affected attitudes toward errors. There has been a
shift from preventing errors to learning from
errors. Hendrickson (1978) states :
Education is becoming increasingly 
oriented toward meeting the needs and 
interests of individual learners. Many 
foreign language teachers already have 
responded to their student's needs by 
implementing innovative methods and 
materials that encourage creative self- 
expression and by not insisting on error 
free communication, (p. 389).
As Hendrickson points out, the shift from language
as a system to be learned completely and perfectly
through structured practice to language as a
functional system to be used as a means of exchange
of information has had effects on both language
teachers and learners. This shift in language
learning theories was followed by another shift in
methodology from teacher-centred to student-centred
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teaching. The concept of how language is learned 
and the role of errors in the learning process has 
also changed (Chastain, 1980). This has raised many 
questions yet to be answered: What constitutes
error? should errors be corrected? and if so, which 
ones? when? by whom? should proficiency level be 
considered? and how? As for the answers to these
questions, each teacher seems to have his own 
preference (Chaudron, 1989).
2.3. IDENTIFICATION OF ERRORS
Since it is currently believed that errors are 
the inevitable and natural part of the language 
learning process, it is essential to define the term 
"error". George (1972) defines error as "any
unwanted form by the teacher and course designer, 
any deviation from the grammar rules of the native 
language model" (p. 158).
In committing errors learners construct a 
language system and they use their transitional 
competence to test their hypotheses about the target 
language. Wliile learners hypothesize, they produce 
incorrect utterances that are called errors. Corder 
also states that learners commit two different types 
of errors— systematic and non-systematic. The
systematic ones are those that occur due to the lack 
of knowledge whereas the non-systematic ones occur 
due to memory lapses, slips of tongue, and strong 
emotions. The former are often called "errors" and
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the latter are often called "mistakes".
Even native speakers make mistakes. Mistakes 
can easily be corrected by the learner as soon as 
they are realized. On the other hand, systematic 
errors which are deviant from the native model are 
consistent with the learners' transitional
competence at the time and are not considered errors 
from the point of view of the learners. They can 
not be corrected unless feedback is provided (Burt 
and Kiparsky, 1974; Chastain, 1980; Edge, 1989; 
Krashen, 1985; Rivers, 1983). Another approach 
taken by Janicki (1985) is to define mistakes as 
those related to a learner's performance and errors 
as those related to a learner's competence. Since 
systematic errors involve a learner's competence, 
treating them is more important than treating non- 
systematic errors.
The nature and systematicity of errors can be 
studied in three stages: 1) The pre-aystematlc
stage: the learner is unaware of certain rules in 
the system of the target language. Even when 
feedback is provided, he can neither reformulate his 
hypotheses nor give any reasons for it. 2) The
systematic stage: the learner is aware of the
existence of target language rules but uses a wrong 
one while hypothesizing about the target language. 
While he can not explain the rule he is applying, he 
can reformulate his hypotheses as long as feedback
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is provided. 3) The ix)st avatematic stage: the
learner has learned the rules in TL but fails to 
apply them due to memory lapses or lack of 
attention. He can easily correct his errors as soon 
as his attention is attracted to his wrong 
utterance. Errors at this stage are considered as 
mistakes by some researchers (Ersoz, 1986).
When the literature is reviewed it is seen that 
many instructors use the terms error and mistakes 
interchangeably. However, some do not accept the 
concept of error. It is claimed that all linguistic 
forms are arbitrary, so there is no obligatory form 
as long as variant forms can be comprehended by the 
hearer/reader (Shaughnessy, 1979).
In terms of correction there is no consensus. 
It is claimed that errors should not be corrected 
since they are part of the interlanguage whereas 
mistakes should be corrected as they are related to 
learning. Unlike the correction of errors, mistake 
correction can have a permanent effect on learners 
(Hubbard & Jones, 1986). It is believed that 
correction of mistakes is not necessary because it 
is not related to the TL system. Errors, on the 
other hand, require feedback; that is, students need 
a teacher's help in order to correct their 
hypotheses (Gower & Walters, 1983).
Generally errors are regarded as regular and 
systematic; thus, errors should be treated more than
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mistakes. There is general agreement (Duskova, 
1969; Richards, 1971; Selinker, 1972) that mistakes 
are not as not serious as systematic errors. So 
studying them is less important in language learning 
(Michaelides, 1990).
One way to correct errors is to use implicit 
correction strategies, which attract a learner's 
attention to his déviances. If a learner can 
correct his deviance without assistance, this is 
probably a mistake; otherwise, it is an error. So 
implicit correction strategies may be a useful tool 
to distinguish errors from mistakes.
2.4. THE SIGNIFICANCE OF LEARNER'S ERRORS
Errors are significant in three ways. Errors 
tell the teacher how far learners have progressed 
and what is left for them to learn, show researchers 
how language is learned, and provide learners 
information to test their hypotheses of the 
underlying rules of the system. A mistake is of no 
significance to the learning process (Corder, 1973). 
The notion has changed from preventing errors to 
learning from errors (Unal, 1989). Dulay and Burt 
(1974) state that errors have crucial functions in 
the learning process. Language is learned by
hypothesis formation about the target language and 
by testing them during the learning process. Errors 
provide learners evidence about the system of 
language they are using (Allwright, 1975). Methods,
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materials and teaching techniques should be related 
to the changes in the learner's interlanguage. In 
addition, errors provide teachers information about 
the system operating within the learner and provide 
learners opportunities to compare their hypothesis 
with the standard usage of language. Thus, they can 
be aware of how the language works in a particular 
context and reformulate their hypotheses about TL 
(Lambardo, 1985). Errors are not signs of failure, 
but signs of learning. Through errors teachers can 
observe a learner's learning strategies and 
transitional grammar. Thus, errors are not a sign 
of alarm but tools for teachers to help students 
progress easily and naturally through the stages of 
his interlanguage (Gorbet, 1980). Errors are 
considered as windows to the language acquisition 
process and regarded as overt reflection of the 
internalized rules of language (Gaies, 1983).
As a result errors are an inevitable and 
natural part of the learning and teaching process. 
Errors are necessary for both teachers and students 
and provide them needed information for teaching and 
learning better.
2.5. SHOULD LEARNER'S ERRORS BE CORRECTED?
The answer to this question depends on how 
language is viewed. Those who consider language as 
a linguistic system and the learner as a passive 
receiver in the learning process prefer correcting
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all errors whereas those who see language as a means 
of communication and the learner as an active 
participant who can learn by hypothesis formation 
and testing will prefer correcting errors 
selectively (Chastain, 1980). Although the 
learner's errors are a necessary and beneficial 
learning strategy, there is a lack of agreement on 
the benefit of error correction. Some researchers 
(Chun et al., 1978; George, 1972) claim that errors 
can be ignored under certain conditions, but it has 
not been proven that this approach is more 
successful in instruction. Second language research 
has shown that errors are an inevitable, even 
healthy, part of language and supporters of the 
Natural Approach claim that errors should not be 
corrected since they are a natural outcome of 
learning (Larsen-Freeman, 1986).
While there is no clear evidence that error 
correction is effective, students expressed need to 
be corrected. It is also a consideration in 
deciding whether to correct. Cathcart and Olsen 
(1976) report that students felt the need to be 
corrected and preferred being corrected all the 
time. The study of Chenoweth et al. (1983) showed 
students' strong preference for correction of all 
their errors. Courchene (1980) and Leki (1991) also 
found that students preferred being corrected all 
the time. Walz (1982) compared several studies and
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concluded that students preferred being corrected 
and would be upset unless feedback is provided. On 
the other hand. Walker (1973) found that students 
stated that being corrected all the time destroys 
their confidence and communication is more important 
than error free speech.
The fear that errors will fossilize if not 
corrected is a concern of some researchers, such as 
Vigil and Oiler (1976). Meisel (1977) states that 
fossilization occurs due to affective and social 
factors not because of cognitive factors. But 
Lambardo (1985) believes that letting errors go by 
results in fossilization, that is, giving up trying 
to learn TL before reaching native-like performance. 
Once fossilization occurs, language exposure fails 
to change acquired language behaviour and further 
efforts in teaching will Just provide more conscious 
information about rules but will not alter the 
fossilized interlanguage system (Long, 1981;
Schumann, 1978; Shapira, 1978).
Nevertheless, some researchers do not support 
the need for correction. Gattegno (1972) states
that learners should use their own insight to 
eliminate errors, so correction is not necessary for 
them. George (1972) points out that the best 
strategy to eliminate errors is to tolerate them,
2.6. WHICH ERRORS SHOULD BE CORRECTED?
To correct learner errors teachers should first
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decide which errors should be corrected. After the 
shift from the behaviouristic to the cognitive view 
of language learning, the traditional approach of 
correcting all errors was abandoned since it was 
both discouraging for students and too time 
consuming. For example, if all errors are 
corrected, students will be discouraged and will not 
produce sentences that express their own ideas. It 
was felt that teachers should correct errors 
selectively.
However, there is still no consensus as to 
which errors are the most important and should be 
corrected. According to Hendrickson (1978), 
teachers should correct those errors which impair 
communication, irritate learners and occur 
frequently. Burt (1975) states that global errors 
which block communication should be corrected rather 
than local errors which appear in isolated sentence 
elements (inflection, article etc.). A similar 
idea was expressed by Powell (1975) who claims that 
errors that impair communication should be 
corrected. Holley and King (1971) point out that 
errors which are common in the classroom and reflect 
the lesson being taught should be corrected. 
Valdman (1975) states that "fossilized " errors 
should be corrected, Chastain (1980) points out that 
errors that interfere with communication and 
irritate native speaker should be corrected.
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Finally, according to Beretta (1989), content errors 
are important to be corrected.
As for correcting certain types of errors over 
others both teachers and students prefer correcting 
pronunciation and oral grammar errors (Leki, 1991; 
Little & Sanders, 1990). Most teachers prefer 
correcting grammar errors more than pronunciation 
errors while students prefer more pronunciation
error correction (Cathcart & Olsen, 1976). In the 
communicative approach errors that impair 
communication should be corrected (Davies, 1985; 
Scheglof, Jefferson & Sacks, 1977). Correction of 
those errors that do not improve linguistic
competence should not be corrected, according to 
Chastain (1980). The goal of error correction is to 
help the learner to make changes in their evolving 
transitional competence by providing information in 
order to test their hypothesis about the target
language. So performance errors which are also 
called mistakes should not be corrected. Correction 
of those errors that are beyond their competence do 
not help learners to improve linguistic competence, 
but result in frustration and dislike of second 
language learning (Chastain, 1980). Teachers should 
be aware of errors and decide which ones are 
important to be corrected, and which ones should go 
untreated because they take away students' self­
esteem.
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2.7. WHEN SHOULD ERRORS BE CORRECTED?
Since the theories of language learning changed 
from behaviourism to cognitivism, immediate 
correction has not been recommended for 
reinforcement (Chastain, 1980). Chaudron (1977) 
states that short pauses are useful as a signal that 
an error has been made. Short pauses provide the 
learner with an opportunity to arrive at the correct 
form and eliminate the need for correction. 
However, timing for correction depends on the types 
of activities, types of errors, the mood of learner, 
and the atmosphere in the classroom.
As for when teachers tend to correct errors, 
they appear to correct grammar errors in drills but 
not very often in conversation (Cathcart & Olsen, 
1976). Chastain (1980) states that errors should 
not be corrected when the learner's attention is on 
communication since this will interrupt him and 
destroy his confidence.
In handling errors in oral work, teachers 
according to Chastain have three choices: ignore it, 
postpone correction until later, or deal with the 
error immediately. It is advisable to ignore errors 
in free conversation. Postponing correction is 
ineffective in eradicating error because it is 
almost impossible to remember what the exact 
situation was due to memory and psychological 
factors. If the teacher chooses to correct errors
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at that point he has several different choices: give 
the correct form, that is, teacher correction, ask 
the student to think again (self correction) or have 
other students to correct him (peer correction).
2.8. WHO SHOULD CORRECT ERRORS?
Traditionally the teacher is responsible for 
correcting errors (Leki, 1991). When the teacher 
corrects errors, students may get demotivated and 
respond with hostility (Semke, 1984). Leki (1991) 
and Cathcart and Olsen (1976) found that students 
prefer to be corrected by their teacher. The shift 
in methodology from behaviouristic to cognitive 
approaches has been followed by a change in error 
correction from teacher correction to self or peer 
correction. Cohen (1975) points out that self
correction and peer correction are more useful than 
teacher correction. In teacher correction students 
do not feel offended because they know the teacher 
is only trying to help them. If the teacher does 
not correct them they will think that s/he is not 
doing his/her job. Nevertheless, research .shows
that in self correction students will eradicate the 
errors more easily. In addition, peer correction 
gives students opportunities to think about the 
target language and to cooperate with their peers. 
However, in some cultures students may consider peer 
correction as criticism (Edge, 1989). Peer
correction provides the best strategies to avoid or
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to eradicate errors (Abu-Jarad, 1991; Hahn, 1987),
Although students may have difficulties in
identifying errors, they will feel confident when
they correct their own or peer's errors. When they
have difficulty in identifying errors, having peer
correct their errors is more useful than teacher
correction. Stevick (1980) states that
a correction from a peer is generally less 
threatening, both because the one doing 
the correction is not the person who gives 
out the grades, and because the correction 
is less likely to come in a reproachful or 
other Judgemental tone of voice.(p. 202)
2.9. HOW SHOULD ERRORS BE CORRECTED?
The achievement of error correction depends on 
meeting a number of conditions, which are outlined 
below. Also, while correcting student's errors, 
teachers should take psychological factors into 
consideration as well as correction strategies and 
techniques.
2.9.1. Psychological Factors in the Error Correction 
Process
The way the teacher corrects the students may 
have positive or negative consequences, even though 
teachers have the best of intentions. The teacher 
should consider the effect of student correction on 
the self-concept of learners, and inappropriate 
correction strategies may lead to frustration, 
aggression or withdrawal. According to Raz (1985) 
there is a need to release students from the anxiety 
of representing correction as "failure". Although
34
success in learning language is determined by many 
factors, the student's self-esteem seems critical 
for learners, especially for beginners. Cai-Ren
(1985) states that
a person with high self-esteem tends to 
display positive traits such as 
expectation of achievement, boldness in 
attempting to communicate, and an ego 
strong enough to withstand failure and 
setbacks all of which contribute to 
successful learning. A person with low 
self-esteem generally exhibits anxiety, 
hesitancy, and a tendency to withdraw, and 
has less endurance to cope with 
difficulties in the course of learning; 
thus he is less likely to become a 
successful learner, (p. 34)
In the constant interaction between the teacher and 
the students and among the students themselves, 
one's self-esteem is constantly subjected to the 
impact of teacher's and peer's words or actions. 
Therefore, unless the psychological factors are 
taken into consideration, the fear of making errors 
will be a barrier to communication.
Traditionally errors have negative connotations 
for students, so correcting students without 
considering their feelings is counterproductive 
(Alvarez, 1982). The strategies the teacher adopts 
should not only contribute to the effectiveness of 
correction but should also boost the students' self­
esteem.
2.9.2. Teachers' Behaviours in Error Correction
It is generally felt today that errors are 
"windows into the language acquisition process”
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(Gales, 1983) and are considered as overt 
reflections of a learner's internalized knowledge of 
the language. Therefore, teacher behaviour
regarding student errors should reflect this
positive view. Nevertheless several researchers
have reported that error treatment in language 
classrooms is inconsistent and ambiguous (Allwright, 
1975; Chaudron, 1989; Fanselow, 1977; Long, 1977). 
Long (1977) states that inconsistency in error
correction may be misleading and prevent error 
correction from making a contribution to the 
language classroom instruction. Gaies (1983) states 
that "greater consistency and clarity in error
treatment may be extremely difficult to achieve, but 
the way in which teachers treat errors is indeed a 
control to teaching effectiveness" (p.212).
Allwright (1975) points out that the teacher's
inconsistency in error treatment may create
confusion in the learner's mind. Teachers should 
take whole situations on the spot into consideration 
and treat errors appropriately so as not to mislead 
other learners.
2.10. SHOULD PROFICIENCY LEVEL BE TAKEN INTO 
CONSIDERATION IN ERROR CORRECTION?
Research has shown that proficiency level of 
students is a significant factor in error treatment. 
Chastain (1980) states that errors that interfere 
with communication and irritate native speakers
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should be corrected while the others can be ignored 
in the elementary stages of language learning. 
Chastain also pointed out that at the elementary 
level the teacher is the only source of error 
correction whereas at the intermediate and advanced 
levels peer and self correction are available. 
Krashen and Pon (1975) reported that advanced level 
students could correct 95 percent of their own 
errors. Also, Robbins (1977) concluded that
intermediate students were able to locate 27 percent 
of their errors and correct half of those. 
Finally, Holley and King (1971) and White (1977) 
pointed out that students were able to correct 50 
percent of their own errors without considering 
proficiency level.
Classroom research indicates that teachers tend 
to modify their speech to students depending on 
their proficiency level. Hamayan and Tucker (1980) 
found that the third grade learners in a French 
immersion program received more explicit correction 
than learners in fifth grade. It was also reported 
that the level of instruction plays a role in error 
correction decisions made by a teacher. Adults 
profit more from grammatical error correction than 
children do (Walz, 1982). Hendrickson (1978) states 
that oral error should be corrected depending on the 
proficiency level of students.
What research has shown is teachers use or
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adopt different types of error correction strategies 
depending on students' proficiency level and 
students at different proficiency levels prefer 
different strategies.
2.11. SHOULD TEACHERS USE EXPLICIT OR IMPLICIT ERROR 
CORRECTION STRATEGIES?
Researchers have failed to agree on this Issue.
Some believe that a balance between the two Is the
best approach. Explicit correction can be perceived
by students as negative and may cause frustration
whereas Implicit correction may be perceived as more
positive correction and will encourage learners to
further attempts In communication (Vigil & Oiler,
1976). Young-Scholten (1986) points out that
Explicit correction of the second language 
learner's errors Is unnecessary, because 
errors are an Indication of the learner's 
current hypothesis, which may not
necessarily match the target rule, or they 
may Indicate that no hypothesis has yet 
been formulated by the learner. Explicit 
correction may be harmful because students 
can be pushed beyond their competence to 
perform or may be forced Into using a 
cognitive system not equipped for language 
acquisition, (p. 1).
Young-Scholten also states that Implicit error 
correction may be more helpful than explicit
correction. Explicit error correction, according to 
Young-Scholten occurs less frequently than Indirect 
or Implicit correction.
On the Issue of what to use most often,
teachers prefer a wide variety of Implicit 
correction strategies, according to Gales (1983).
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Chaudron (1989) points out that error correction is 
not a single response, but an exchange of verbal 
moves in which teachers use correction strategies to 
make students discover and correct their own errors. 
Salica (1981) states that treatment of errors does 
not mean a single response, but an exchange of 
responses in succession. Teachers should find a 
balance between explicit correction that focuses 
attention on an error and implicit correction that 
encourages a learner to make further attempts at 
communication.
Although it was observed that the most used 
strategy to correct error is to tell the learners 
the correct answer, not all scholars agree on the 
best method to employ. Fanselow (1977) and Lucas 
(1976) agree that elimination of an error requires a 
cognitive process just like the one used in 
committing one. Walz (1982) states that providing 
the correct answer may not activate this cognitive 
process. The study of Cathcart and Olsen (1976) has 
shown that teachers preferred implicit correction. 
On the other hand, Ramirez and Stromquist (1979) 
reported that overt correction of oral grammatical 
errors has positive effects on students' 
proficiency. Knop (1980) stated that the most 
effective technique to correct a learner's error is 
to repeat the student's sentence up to the error. 
Holley and King (1971) state that to give cues to
39
students to correct their own error is an effective 
strategy. Fanselow (1977) states that providing 
explicit direction is an uncertain correction 
technique and leads to error repetition.
Should teachers repeat a student's error as a 
correction strategy? Educators disagree on this 
issue. Mitchell (1978) points out that to use a 
learner's errors as a correction strategy may 
result in the students' learning the errors as the 
correct form whereas Cathcart and Olsen (1976) found 
that students liked to have incorrect and correct 
forms together. Holley and King (1971) supports 
using incorrect and correct forms together and 
Corder (1973) believes that providing students
incorrect and correct forms together will help the 
learners to see the source of their errors.
Thus, most second language educators agree that 
error correction can be either explicit or implicit, 
but the manner in which correction takes place 
should be supportive and positive. Vigil and Oiler 
(1976) state that negative feedback discourages a 
learner's participation, so the teacher should 
correct with respect. In this case an implicit 
correction is more positive than an explicit one.
2.12. CHAUDRON'S TAXONOMY FOR CORRECTION STRATEGIES
It is obvious that the ways in which teachers 
correct students' errors can contribute to the 
individual student's learning rate and manner.
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However, there is no consensus as to the definition 
of correction due to the many ways this term is used 
by researchers. Some consider those treatments which 
improve the learner's self-correction ability and 
provide the learner's with consistent correct 
performance as correction. Those treatments that 
detect the error during the classroom interaction 
are also considered as correction by others. The 
conception used by Chaudron (1989) for correction 
covers "any reaction of the teacher that clearly 
transforms, disapprovingly refers to, or requires 
improvement of the learner's utterance. It is the 
most common concept used by most recent researchers 
and covers the distinction between 'explicit' and 
'implicit' corrections" (pp.429-430).
Before strategies are classified as either 
explicit or implicit, a system of categorizing 
errors is useful. Thus, Chaudron's (1989) taxonomy 
was used for this purpose in this study. It lists 
25 strategies that teachers use in the language 
classroom (see Appendix C for descriptions of 
strategies). Chaudron's taxonomy for error 
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* See also Appendix C.
2.13. CONCLUSION
The shift in language teaching from a 
behaviouristic to a cognitive approach has been 
accompanied by changes in attitudes of teachers, 
researchers, and students toward a learner's errors 
and the treatment of them. The notion has changed 
from having students avoid errors to getting
benefits from them. While errors should sometimes 
be corrected, the teacher's correction strategy 
should be supportive rather than critical. Research
in this field has shown that teacher approaches to a 
learner's errors have been inconsistent and 
ambiguous. This may result in being misleading or 
confusing in the student's mind.
In addition, there has been a shift in 
methodology from teacher-centred to student-centred 
teaching, so student needs should be taken into 
consideration. Nevertheless, research in this field 
has shown that the proficiency level of students is 
an important variable in error correction. Wliile 
teachers prefer implicit error correction, students 
prefer explicit error correction. Since advanced 
level students are able to correct their own errors, 
they may prefer implicit error connection. Thus, 
advanced level students' preferences for error 
correction strategies will be more similar to 






Attitudes toward the errors of foreign language 
learners have varied in the past two decades as the 
result of two methodological shifts in language 
learning. Not long ago, due to the behaviouristic 
orientation of language acquisition research errors 
were considered bad and to be avoided. Since then 
there has been a shift to a cognitive approach 
whereby errors are viewed as an inevitable, even 
healthy, part of language learning. This shift 
affects the strategies that teachers use to correct 
learners errors. Traditionally, teachers used
explicit error correction strategies. In the period 
of behaviorism, teacher-centred learning was 
dominant, and teachers felt a responsibility for 
correcting student errors. As a result, they used 
explicit error correction strategies and students 
expected teachers to use these strategies.
However, in the process of shifting from a 
teacher-centred to a learner-centred approach, 
teachers began to use more implicit error correction 
strategies. In this approach, the teacher prompted 
students to discover their own errors (by rejecting 
hypotheses about the rule system) and to correct 
them (by formulating new hypotheses). In addition, 
the students' affective needs were taken into 
consideration so that correction strategies were
supportive rather than critical and did not 
discourage conununication.
In Turkey, language learning is still viewed as 
a process of memorization rather than
experimentation. As a result, it is hypothesized in 
this study that Turkish students prefer more 
explicit error correction strategies as a result of 
their educational training, while EFL teachers who 
are influenced by the shift in language learning 
theories and changes in methodology will prefer more 
implicit error correction. Since advanced level 
students have more confidence in their ability to 
communicate, it is assumed that they will prefer 
more implicit correction strategies than elementary 
level students.
The present study is based on Cathcart and 
Olsen's (1976) study. Cathcart and Olsen examined 
and compared students' attitudes, teachers' 
attitudes, and teachers' behaviour to error. In the 
present study, teachers' and students' preferences 
for two types of error correction strategies, 
implicit and explicit, were compared. In addition, 
the extent to which student preferences are a 
function of their proficiency level was examined. 
In Cathcart and Olsen's study the proficiency level 
of students was not used as a variable. Since 
research in this field has shown that errors are 
treated differently depending on students'
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proficiency level (Chastain, 1980; Chaudron, 1989; 
Hendrickson, 1978; Walz, 1982) and Cathcart and 
Olsen suggested proficiency level of students be 
used as a variable for further research, proficiency 
level was used as a moderator variable in this 
study.
This study also differs from Cathcart and 
Olsen's in another respect. Theirs was carried out 
in an ESL environment, but the present study was 
carried out in an environment where English is 
spoken as a foreign language. While a questionnaire 
similar to that of Cathcart.and Olsen was used in 
the present study, items were categorised according 
to Chaudron's (1989) tsixonomy. Also, in the
previous study, tallies of questionnaire responses 
were used for comparison, but mean values were used 
in the present study.
3.2. SUBJECTS
The subjects of the present study are 10 EFL 
Turkish teachers and 20 EFL students at TOMER, a 
langauge teaching centre at Ankara University in 
Turkey. Ten teachers were randomly selected from a 
teacher list (see section 3.4). Teachers with MA or 
PhD degrees were disqualified. Twenty students from 
the Turkish student population studying EFL at 
TOMER, ten elementary and ten advanced, were 
randomly selected, using stratified random sampling. 
Since TOMER is a community language teaching centre.
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students come from various first language
backgrounds, including Turkish, English, German,
French, etc. However, only Turkish EFL teachers and 
students were used as subjects in order to control 
nationality as a variable. To control age as a 
variable subjects were selected from the student 
population who were between 18-25, and teachers were 
selected from the EFL teacher population who were 
between ages 25-30. Gender and profession were not 
considered as variables.
3.3. MATERIALS
In the present study questionnaires gauging 
preferences for correction strategies of oral errors 
were administered, one questionnaire for students 
(see Appendix A) and one for teachers (see Appendix 
B). The questionnaires were identical except for 
the instructions.
The questionnaires were an adaptation of the 
one used in Cathcart and Olsen's (1976) study. The 
questionnaires consisted of three sections. The 
first section of the questionnaire covers the 
questions about background information, such as 
proficiency level, age, sex, years of school, and 
nationality. The second part asked subjects to rate 
12 optional strategies which a teacher might use in 
the classroom for dealing with specific student 
speech error, as "very good", "good", "not bad", and 
"bad". For example, the student says " I ga to the
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bank yesterday" in response to the question "Where 
did you go yesterday?" Among the teacher's
possible responses, which the subjects rate, are the 
following: "Don't say go, say went" and "Please
repeat the sentence". The third section consists 
of similar correction strategies for speech errors 
in pronunciation. For example, if a student says 
I stoodv English" in response to the question "What 
do you do every morning?", the teacher may respond 
in several ways, such as " Every morning I ..." or 
" I study English". The subjects rate these 
responses.
However, the questionnaire used in the present 
study differed from Cathcart and Olsen's (1976) in 
two ways. First, items were analyzed according to 
Chaudron's (1989) taxonomy. For example, the item
Yesterday I .... " falls into the "prompt" category
in Chaudron's taxonomy. Second, in Cathcart and 
Olsen's study questions were not contextualized, 
but in the present study the questions were 
contextualized in the directions in the following 
manner: During the free conversation the teacher 
asks the students " Where did you go yesterday?" and 
the student says " I go to the bank" in reply to 
the teacher's question. It is believed that the 
situation would be useful for subjects to make a 
decision about error correction strategies.
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3.4. PROCEDURES/DATA COLLECTION
Ten EFL teachers who worked at TOMER, a 
language teaching centre at Ankara University, were 
randomly selected from a teachers' list at the 
school. The system was to select every third teacher 
from the list and then exclude those that did not 
have the required characteristics relating to age 
(25-30) and nationality (only Turkish). Those with 
Master's or PhD degrees were also excluded. The 
teachers were required to fill out two identical 
questionnaires, one for elementary level students 
and the other for advanced level students. 
Instructions for the questionnaire and the purpose 
of the study were explained to them.
Then 10 students were selected using the 
procedure described above from each of two
proficiency levels, elementary and advanced. Five 
classes from the elementary and five from the
advanced levels were identified, and two students 
were selected from each of these classes. The
questionnaire was administered to the students 
before the class session under the supervision of 
the researcher and teacher. The instructions for the 
questionnaires were explained to the beginning-level 
students in Turkish. The same procedure was
followed in English for advanced level students.
3.5. VARIABLES
In the present study, three variables were
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used, one independent, one dependent, and one 
moderator variable.
3.5.1. Independent variable
Status (being a teacher or a student) was the 
independent variable.
3.5.2. Dependent variable
Preferences for error correction strategies was 
the dependent variable. To discover the
relationship between students' and teachers'
preferences for error correction strategies, a 
questionnaire adopted from Cathcart and Olsen's 
(1976) study was used.
3.5.3. Moderator variable
Proficiency level of the students was used as a 
moderator variable. Since research has shown that 
proficiency level of students is one of the major 
factors that influence how teachers use erroz'
correction strategies, proficiency level was used as 
a moderator variable to detez’mine its affect on the 
relationship between the independent and dependent 
variables. In the present study EFL subjects at two 
proficiency levels were used— elementary and
advanced— as determined by the placement test
administered at TOMER.
3.6. ANALYTICAL PROCEDURE
Initially, the error correction strategies were 
placed into discrete categories. Chaudron's (1989) 
taxonomy was used for this purpose. Then, the first
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part of the analysis looked at the relationship 
between the two independent variables, status 
(student versus teacher) and proficiency level 
(elementary and advanced) and the dependent 
variable, preferences for error correction 
strategies. Initially, student and teacher 
responses to the questionnaire were tallied. This 
was done by assigning values of 1 to 4 for points 
along the Likert-type scale. Mean comparisons for 
the main effects of student-teacher preference and 
proficiency level were made using t-tests for each 
questionnaire item.
The second part of the analysis examined the 
error correction strategies which were placed into 
"explicit" or "implicit" categories. However, in 
order to classify the strategies as either 
"explicit" or "implicit", baseline data was obtained 
from 18 university English teachers who were asked 
to place 12 of the strategies in rank order along an 
explicit-to-implicit continuum. Then, teacher and 
student error correction preferences were ranked and 
the rankings were correlated with the baseline 
ranking. Two Spearman Rank Order Correlations were 
computed to see which of the two sets of ranked 
preferences— teacher or student— correlated highest 
with the baseline ranking. Since it was 
hypothesized that students preferred more explicit 
strategies, the student ranking was expected to show
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the highest correlation.
Finally, mean comparisons for the main effects 
of status and proficiency level on preferences for 
error correction strategies as well as possible 
interaction between these main effects were examined 
in a 2-way analysis of variance for the three most 
explicit strategies in the questionnaire as 
determined by the baseline data. The Statistical 
Package For the Social Sciences (SPSS) was employed 
to run the t-tests and the ANOVA.
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PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
4.1. INTRODUCTION
This study investigated teachers' and students' 
preferences for error correction strategies and the 
extent to which these preferences were affected by 
the proficiency levels of the students. Three null 
and three experimental hypotheses were tested and 
observations were made concerning the relationship 
between status (teacher versus student), proficiency 
levels (elementary versus advanced), and teacher's 
correction strategies (explicit versus implicit) for 
learners' speech errors in classroom conversation.
The results section is divided into three 
parts. The first part of the analysis looks at the 
relationship between the two independent variables—  
status (teacher versus student) and proficiency 
level (elementary versus advanced)— and the
dependent variable, preferences for error correction 
strategies. In this part, three null hypotheses 
were tested. First, it was hypothesized that there 
is no systematic relationship between teachers' and 
students' preferences for error correction 
strategies in classroom conversation. It was also 
hypothesized that the proficiency level of the 
students has no effect on their preferences for 
error correction strategies. Finally, it was
hypothesized that the proficiency level of the 
students has no effect on the teachers' preferences
CHAPTER 4
for error correction strategies.
The second part of the analysis looked at the 
same relationship mentioned above in terms of 
"explicit" and "implicit" strategies. In this part, 
three experimental hypotheses were tested. First, 
it was hypothesized that students prefer more 
explicit strategies compared with teachers. It was 
also hypothesized that elementary level students 
prefer more explicit strategies compared with those 
of advanced level. Finally, it was hypothesized 
that teachers of elementary level students prefer 
more explicit strategies compared with those of 
advanced level.
Finally, mean comparisons for the main effects 
of status and proficiency level on preferences for 
error correction strategies as well as possible 
interaction between these main effects were examined 
in a 2-way analysis of variance for the three most 
explicit strategies in the questionnaire as
determined by the baseline data.
4.2. DATA ANALYSIS
After the data collection, in order to explore 
the relationship between students' and teachers' 
preferences for correction strategies of specific 
speech errors (grammar and pronunciation), three 
types of analyses were performed. First, t-tests 
were run using the Statistical Package for the
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Social Sciences (SPSS) in order to see the
differences between the student and teacher groups. 
Then, two Spearman rank order correlations were 
computed in order to compare the correlations 
between ranked preferences of the student and 
teacher groups with those of the baseline group 
which ranked strategies on an explicit to implicit 
continuum.
Finally, an ANOVA (2-way analysis of variance) 
was computed in order to determine whether teacher- 
student differences in preferences for error 
correction strategies are modified by levels of 
proficiency. The results are presented in the 
following sections.
4.2.1. Error Correction Strategy Categories
Initially, the error correction strategies were 
placed into discrete categories in order to label 
them. Chaudron's (1989) taxonomy was used for this 
purpose (see Chapter 2). Figures 4.1 and 4.2 below 
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After the correction strategies were placed 
into discrete categories, the first part of the 
analysis looked at the relationship between two 
independent variables of status (student versus 
teacher) and the dependent variable, preferences for 
error correction strategies.
4.2.2. Status: Teacher vs Student
Initially, student and teacher responses to the 
questionnaire were tallied. This was done by
assigning values of 1 to 4 for points along the 
Likert-type scale, "1" for "bad", "2" for "not very 
bad", "3" for "good", and "4" for "very good". The 
data were coded into SPSS (Statistical Package for 
the Social Sciences). T-tests were run in order to 
examine mean comparisons for the main effects of 
student-teacher preferences. The results of the t- 
tests are shown in Tables 4.1 and 4.2 below:
TABLE 4.1
Descriptive Statistics for T-Test Analysis of 
Students' and Teachers' Preferences for Correction 
Strategies of Grammar Errors
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Student Teacher
Item Mean SD Mean SD P value
1. Explanation 2.70 .865 1.55 .605 .000
2. Rep. with change 2.65 .813 2.15 .671 .040
3. Prompt 2.85 1.04 3.55 .510 .010
4. Com. Explanation 2.95 .826 1.85 .875 .000
5. Emphasis 2.10 1.02 2.25 .851 .617
6. Transfer 2.00 1.08 2.35 .933 .279
7. Attention 1.80 .952 2.10 .788 .284
8. Repeat/loop 2.45 .826 2.95 .686 .044
9. Implicit rep. 1.60 .754 1.90 .852 .246
10.Or.question 2.80 .696 3.20 .523 .047
11. Ignore 2.10 1.12 3.10 .852 .003.
12.Clue/Questions 2.65 .813 3.50 .688 .001
: P<.001 P<.01 * P<. 05 N=30 Rep: Repetition
The results of the t-tests as shown in the 
Table 4.1 indicate that there are some significant 
differences between teachers' and students' 
preferences for correction strategies of grammai' 
errors. These differences can be observed in 8 out 
of 12 correction strategies. As indicated in the 
table, the students preferred (1) explanation
(p<.001), (2) repetition with change (p<.05), and
(4) complex explanation (p<.001) strategies more 
than teachers did. However, the teachers preferred 
(3) prompt (p<.01), (8) repeat/loop (p<.05), (10)
original question (p<-05), (11) ignoz'e (p<.01), and 
(12) clue/questions (p<.001) strategies more than 
students did.
TABLE 4.2
Descriptive Statistics for T-Test Analysis of 
Students' cmd Teachers' Preferences for Correction 
Strategies of Pronunciation Errors
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Student Teacher
Item Mean SD Mean SD P value
1. Explanation 2.75 .851 1.85 .671 .001
2. Rep. with change 3.00 .795 2.40 .681 .015
3. Prompt 2.90 .788 3.60 .754 .007
4. Com. Explanation 2.85 .875 1.85 .988 .002
5. Emphasis 2.55 .759 2.25 .786 .227
6. Transfer 2.00 .858 2.25 1.07 .420
7. Attention 1.50 .607 2.10 .968 .024
8. Repeat/loop 2.58 .769 2.80 .696 .352
9. Implicit rep. 2.00 .840 1.65 .875 .218
10.Or. question 2.50 .513 2.90 .641 .036
11.Ignore 2.05 .999 3.10 .641 .000
12.Clue/Questions 2.25 .911 3.25 .639 .000
iloKX; P<.001 P<.01 >t< P<.05 N=30 Rep: Repetition
SD: Standard deviation Com: Complex Or : Original
The results of the t-tests as presented in 
Table 4.2 indicate that there is a negative 
relationship between teachers' and students' 
preferences for correction strategies of 
pronunciation errors. As can be seen from the 
table, this relationship is significant in 8 out of 
12 correction strategies. As indicated in the 
table, the students preferred (1) explanation
(p<.001), (2) repetition with change (p<.05), and
(4) complex explanation (p<.01) strategies more than 
teachers did. However, the teachers preferred (3) 
prompt (p<.01), (7) attention (p<.05), (10) original 
question (p<.05), (11) ignore (p<.001), and (12)
clue/question (p<.001) strategies more than the 
students did.
4.2.3. Proficiency level: Elementary vs Advanced
Later, a t-test was run on student responses by 
level in order to see the effect of proficiency 
level on students' preferences for error correction 
strategies. The results are presented in Tables 4.3 
and 4.4 below:
TABLE 4.3
Descriptive Statistics for T-Test Analysis of 
Students' Preferences by Proficiency Level foi* 
Correction Strategies of Grammar Errors
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Elementary Advanced
Item Mean SD Mean SD P value
1. Explanation 3.30 .675 2.10 .568 .000 )fC
2. Rep.with change 3.10 .568 2.20 .789 .009
3. Prompt 2.10 .876 3.60 .516 .000
4. Com. Explanation 3.40 .699 2.50 .707 .000
5. Emphasis 2.40 1.17 1.80 .789 . 196
6. Transfer 2.80 .919 1.20 .422 .000
7. Attention 1.90 1.10 1.70 .823 .651
8. Repeat/loop 2.10 .568 2.80 .919 .055
9. Implicit rep. 2.00 .667 1.20 .632 .013
10.Or. question 2.50 .707 3.10 .568 .051
11. Ignore 1.10 .316 3.10 .568 .000
12.Clue/Questions 2.10 .568 3.20 .632 .001
: P<.001 ** P<.01  ^P<. 05 N=20 Rep; Repetition
SD: Standard deviation Com: Complex Or: Original
The results of the t-test as shown in Table 4.3 
indicate that there are significant differences
between elementary level students' and advanced 
level students' preferences for correction 
strategies of grammar errors. Those can be observed 
in 8 out of 12 correction strategies. As indicated 
in the table, elementary level students preferred 
(1) explanation (p<.001), (2) repetition with change 
(p<.01), (4) complex explanation (p<.001), (6)
transfer (p<.001), and (9) implicit repetition 
(p<.05) more than advanced level students did. On 
the other hand, advanced level students preferred 
(3) prompt (p<.001), (11) ignore (p<.001), and (12) 
clue/questions (p<.001) more than elementary level 
students did.
TABLE 4.4
Descriptive Statistics for T-Test Analysis of 
Students' Preferences by Proficiency Level for 
Correction Strategies of Pronunciation Errors
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Elementary Advanced
Item Mean SD Mean SD P value
1. Explanation 3.40 .516 2.10 .568 .000
2. Rep. with change 3.50 .527 2.50 .707 .002 >|oK
3. Prompt 2.50 .707 3.30 .675 .019
4. Com. explanation 3.20 .789 2.50 .850 .072
5. Emphasis 2.80 .789 2.30 .675 .145
6. Transfer 2.70 .483 1.30 .483 .000
7. Attention 1.60 .699 1.40 .516 .476
8. Repeat/loop 2.30 .483 2.89 .928 .096
9. Implicit rep. 1.89 .782 1.89 .782 1.00
10.Or. question 2.40 .516 2.80 .422 .074
11.Ignore 1.40 .516 2.70 .949 .001
12.Clue/Questions 1.60 .516 2.90 .738 .000
>K>K)K P<.001 ** P<.01 * P<. 05 N=20' Rep: Repetition
SD: Standard deviation Com: Complex Or : Original
The results of the t-test presented in Table
4.4 indicate that there are significant differences
between elementary and advanced level students' 
preferences for correction strategies of
pronunciation errors. These can be observed ii:i 6 
out of 12 correction strategies. As indicated in 
the table, elementary level students preferred (1) 
explanation (p<.001), (2) repetition with change
(p<.01), and (6) transfei' (p<.001) more than 
advanced level students did. On the other hand, 
advanced level students preferred (3) prompt 
(p<.05), (11) ignore (p<.001), and (12)
clue/questions (p<.001) more than elementary level 
students did.
In order to see the effects of proficiency 
levels on teachers' preferences for connection 
strategies a t-test was run on teacher responses by 
level. The results of the t-test are presented in 
Tables 4.5 and 4.6 below:
TABUB 4.6
Daocr-iptiva for* T-Teaf Ana.lva:La of
Taauciior-a' Pr*efer^mooa l>y Prof iclonoy Lavol for 
Corract;±oxL Bfra.fofifoa of Graiumar* Error a
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E 1 ament: a.ry Adveneed
I tern Mean SD Mean SD P value
1- Explficnatlon 1.80 -632 1-30 -483 .062
2- Rap- wltl·! cliange 2.60 .516 1-70 -483 .OOl
3. Prompt 3-40 .616 3.70 .483 . 196
4. Com. explaiitatlon 1.70 .823 2.00 .943 .458
5. Empliaolo 2.00 -667 2-50 -972 - 196
6- Tranafer 2-20 1-03 2-50 -850 .487
7- AttentIon 1.70 .675 2.50 .707 -019
8. Repeat/loop 3.00 .667 2.90 -738 .754e - Implicit rep. 1.60 -699 2.20 -919 - 118
lO -Or- tiueotlon 3-20 .632 3.20 .422 1-00
11 - Ignore 2.80 .789 3-40 .843 -118
12 .Clue/Que a tIons 3.40 .699 3.60 .699 .530
5*o»c:>K P<.001 Pc-Ol N=10 Rep: Repetition 
SD: Standard deviation Complex Or: Orlfilnal
The results of the t-test presented in Table
4.5 indicate that the grammar error correction 
preferences of teachers who teach elementary and 
advanced level students are significantly different 
in only in 2 out of 12 correction strategies. 
Teachers of elementary level students preferred (2) 
repetition with change (p<.001) more than those of 
advanced level. On the other hand, teachers of 
advanced level students preferred (7) attention 
(p<.05) more than those of elementary level. When 
these results compare with the those of students, it 
can be observed that the proficiency levels affect 
the students' preferences for correction strategies 
of grammar errors more (8 out of 12 strategy) than 
those of teachers (2 out of 12).
TABLE 4.6
Descriptive Statistics for T-Test Analysis of 
Teachers' Preferences by Proficiency Level for 
Correction Strategies of Pronunciation Errors
Elementary Advanced
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Item Mean SD Mean SD P va.
1. Explanation 2.10 .738 1.60 .516 .096
2. Rep. with change 2.60 .699 2.20 .632 .196
3. Prompt 3.70 .483 3.50 .972 .567
4. Com. explanation 1.50 .850 2.20 1.03 .115
5. Emphasis 2.40 .699 2.10 .876 .408
6. Transfer 2.10 .994 2.40 1.17 .545
7. Attention 1.80 .789 2.40 1.08 .172
8. Repeat/loop 3.00 .667 2.60 .699 .207
9. Implicit rep. 1.50 .707 1.80 1.03 .458
10.Or. question 2.90 .738 2.90 .568 1.00
11.Ignore 2.90 .568 3.30 .675 .169
12.Clue/Questions 3.10 .568 3.40 .699 .306
N=10 Rep: Repetition SD: 
Com: Complex Or: Original
Standard deviation
As indicated in Table 4.6 there are no
significant differences between preferences for 
pronunciation error correction strategies of
teachers who teach at elementary and advanced 
levels. When these results compare with those of
students, it can be observed that proficiency levels 
affect the students' preferences for correction
strategies of pronunciation errors more (6 out of 
12) than those of the teachers (none).
4.2.4. Baseline data: Explicit vs Implicit 
Strategies
Error correction preferences were also examined 
in terms of "explicit" or "implicit" strategies of 
error correction. In order to classify the
strategies as either "explicit" or "implicit", 
baseline data was obtained from 18 university 
English teachers who were asked to place 12 of the 
correction strategies in rank order along an
explicit-to-implicit continuum. It was required to 
rank the strategies from most explicit to the most 
implicit, and in order to select the most extreme 
examples in each category only the first three and 
the last three strategies were so labelled. The 




Uja.±vör‘a±ty Ramk: Ox^ cLar> for*Cojrr^ ctlozi &1;r^â.t:âs±aa o£ Grmnniar· Er^jrar'a fr^ om Moal^  
£xx>Hcl1; to Moat Iaijc>lic±t
Item CoE'r'ectlon sti'fiLtoâry EjQpllclt va Implicit
1. D o n ' -fc aay igo ; aay went - E
2. Go la tlie preaent tenae. 
You. need paat tenae liere .
E
3- I went to th.e ‘bank. E
4. Wliat'a tlie aecond word? O 5*OK
Ö. Student? (Cle^aa filvea anawer). O
6. Mm mm mm mr nm (Dlaapproval ) - O j*o*c
7. Wbat? O >*o»c
8. Pleaae repeat tbe aentence. O
9. Yeaterday I ....... O
lO. Attain - Whtere did you fio? I
11- Really? Did you make a depoalt? I
12. Wben you went to th.e bank, 
what did you do?
I
i^c^icjtc Explicit Otlier ^ Implicit
FlGnUfRS 4.4
Unlvair^alty Kzi^Hali TeâLcbaz^a' Rank Oz*clar> for- 
Corraot loni Stra.tO£c±aa o f Prom 3nola.t Ion Error a from 
Moat Explicit to Moat Implicit
Item Correction atratefiy Explicit va Implicit
1. Don't aay atoody; aay atudy. E
2. We don't eay a lonig *'U” Bound 
In that word- We need the aound
E
"uh” like a achwa, but atreaaed.
3- I atudy Enigllah- E
4. Wliat'a the aecond word? O
5. Studenta? CCle^ss filvea anawer). O
6. Mrnnirnmmmm (' DİBapproval ) - O
7. What? O
8- Pleaae repeat the aentence. O
9- Every mornlne I .......... O
lO. What do you do every morning? I
11- Really? How lon^ do you atudy then?I
12. Really? For how long? (Teacher doean't correct the error).
I
>to*otc Explicit Other Implicit
4.2.5. Status: Teacher vs Student in Terms of 
Explicit or Implicit Strategies
Once the strategies were ranked using baseline 
data, they were again ranked from most preferred (tf 
1) to least preferred (#12)based on the mean scores 
of students' and teachers' responses to the each 
item. The following results in Tables 4.7 and 4.8 
were obtained from the student responses:
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TABLE 4 . 7
Rank Or^ liar^ X for* Corroeffoio. Sfra.t;ei2id 0 o f  aramniar 
Errors B&aod on Sfuoionl^a' Proferoneoe
CkDrroc-tlon atrai-tegy' Mean SD
1- Qo i s  file  pr^oaonf fo n s e - You 2.95 .826
need p a s f  fen se  lier^e.
2. Y o a fe rd ay  I . >*C5iC 2.85 1 .04
3. A ga in . Wlisne d id  you go? 2-80 .696
4. D o n 'f  say  go ; aay w en f. 2-70 .865
5 - I want fo  file ■bank- 2.65 .813
6 - Wliaf ' a file  second wond? 2.65 -813
7. Wlien you wenf fo  file  l:^ank 2.65 .813
wliaf d id  you do?
6 - P le a se  r^epeaf file  aen f en ce . 2-45 -826
O- R e a lly ?  d id  you make a  d e p o a if?  ^ 2-10 1 - 11
10 - S fudenfa? 2.00 1 .08
11. Mmmmmmn^ mmm, 1.80 -952
12 - Wliaf ? >*CJtC 1-60 .754
Ex3?llolt Otlner Implicit N=20
SD: St£md.a.rd devlntlon 1 Stmte^^les nre rainkad.
from most preferred to least preferred (#12)
TABIJE 4 .B
Rfimk: O rderl fo r  Correction B trete^ lea o f  
Pronunciation Errors Based, on Students' Preferences
Connecfion afnafegy Mean SD
1- I afudy Engliall. 3.00 -795
2. Ever-y moi:'ning I . - - - 2.90 . 788
3. We don'f aay a long'*U" sound
in fliaf wond- We need file sound 2.85 .875
“uli" , like scliwap buf Qfreased -
4. Don'f aay afoody; a ay a f udy - 2-75 .851
5. Please repeaf file aenf e n c e . 2-58 -769
6. Wliaf ' a file second word? 2-55 .759
7. Wliaf do you do every morning? ^ 2.50 -513
8. Really? How long 
flien?
do you afudy >*< 2-25 .911
9. Really? For liow long? ^ 2.05 .999
lO - Wliaf ? cj*c>K 2.00 .840
11 -Sfudenfa? 2-00 .858
12 .Mmmmmnunmmm 1-50 -607
Explicit Otlier ^ Implicit N=20
SD: Standard deviation 1 Strategies are ranked
from moat preferred (#1) to least preferred (#12)
As indicated in Table 4.7, in the first five 
correction strategies for grammar errors students 
preferred three explicit but only one implicit 
strategy. As can be seen from Table 4.8, students 
preferred three explicit but no implicit strategy in 
the first five correction strategies for 
pronunciation errors. Thus, the results revealed
that students preferred more (6) explicit correction 
strategies than implicit ones (only one) for speech 
errors in the classroom.
The following results in Tables 4.9 and 4.10 
were obtained from the teachers' responses:
TABLE 4.9
Rftnlc OiTcLar-X for* Corroet;±oi:i o f  Grammar
Errors BajaodL on Toaoliors ^  Proforormoa
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Correction Qtrataßy Moan SD
1. Yoaterd&y I .......
2. Wh.en you. went to th.e "bank» * 
wliÄt did you do?
Aßaln. Wliere did you ßo? ^ 
Really? Did you malte a deposit? ^
3.
4-5.6.7. 8- Ö.
Pleaae repeat tlie sentence. 
S tudent a ?
Wh.at' a tlie second word?
I went to tlie 'banlc-
lO.Wlnat?
1 1 -Go la tlie present t e n a e .
You need past tenae liere. 
12.Don't aay fio; aay went-
Explicit Otlner ^ Implicit N=10 
SD: Standard deviation 1 Strategies are ranlted
from moat preferred (i*l) to least Preferred («12)
3.55 
3-50



















TABLJB 4 .1 0
Rank. O rderl fo r  Correction B trateg lea  o f  
Pronunciation E rrors Based on TeacBers'  Preferences
Correction strategy Mean SD
1. Every morning I ......... >*o»c 3.60 . 760
2. Really? How long do you study 3.25 .639
th.en?
3. Really? For }aow long? 3-10 . 641
4. Wlnat do you do every morning? 2-90 .641
5. Please repeat th.e sentence. 2.80 .696
6. Wliat' a tlie second word? 2.25 . 786
7. I study Engl lall­ 2.25 . 681
8. st udent? 2-25 1.07
9. 2.10 -968
10. Don't aay atoody; aay study. 1.65 .671
11. We don't aay a long *’U ‘· aound 1.85 .988
In tliat word-We need tlie sound
"uli" , like a acliwa, but atreaaed.
12. Wliat? 1.65 -875
: Explicit Otlior ^ Implicit N=10
BD: Standard deviation 1 Strategies are1 ranked
from moat preferred («1) to least. preferred («12)
As indicated in Table 4.9, in the first five 
strategies for correction of grammar errors teachers 
preferred three implicit but no explicit strategy.
As can be seen from Table 4.10, teachers preferred 
three implicit but no explicit strategies for 
correction of pronunciation errors. Thus, the 
results revealed that teachers prefer more (6) 
implicit strategies than explicit ones (0).
When students' and teachers' strategy 
preferences were compared in terms of their 
"explicit" or "implicit" characteristics, it was 
observed that teachers preferred implicit correction 
strategies for both grammar and pronunciation errors 
(three implicit out of 5 for graunmar, 3 implicit 
out of 5 for pronunciation and no explicit 
strategies for any of them). On the other hand 
students preferred explicit correction strategies in 
general (three explicit for grammar errors, 3 
explicit strategies for pronunciation errors and 
only one implicit strategy that was for grammar 
errors in the first five most preferred strategies).
After teacher and student error correction 
preferences were ranked, the rankings were 
correlated with the baseline ranking. Two Spearman 
rank order correlations were computed to see which 
of the two sets of ranked preferences— teacher or 
student— correlated highest with the baseline 





Correlation Statistics of Teachers' and Students' 
Ranked Preferences for Correction Strategies of 
Grammar Errors with Baseline Ranking
Student 0.26
Teacher r=-0.84
As indicated in Table 4.11, students' ranked 
preferences for grammar errors correlated the 
highest with the baseline ranking. The correlation 
coefficient for students with the baseline ranking 
was r= 0.26, whereas that of teachers was r= -0.84, 
reflecting a negative correlation.
TABLE 4.12
Correlation Statistics of Teachers' and Students' 
Ranked Preferences for Correction Strategies of 
Pronunciation Errors with Baseline Ranking
Student r= 0.36
Teacher r=-0.73
As indicated in Table 4.12, students' ranked 
preferences for pronunciation errors correlated the 
highest with the baseline ranking. The correlation 
coefficient for students with the baseline ranking 
was r= 0.36, whereas that of teachers was r= -0.73, 
reflecting a negative correlation.
Since students' ranked preferences correlated 
higher than that of teachers with the baseline 
ranking of an explicit to implicit continuum, it can 
be concluded that students prefer more explicit 
strategies than do teachers. Thus, the null 
hypothesis of no significant difference between the
two groups can be rejected.
4.2.6. Proficiency Level: Elementary vs Advanced in 
Terms of Explicit or Implicit Strategies
In order to observe the effects of proficiency 
level on students' preferences for explicit or 
implicit strategies, students' and teachers' 
preferences were ranked by proficiency level based 
on their mean scores. The results based on the 




Rank Orderl of Correction Strategies for Grammar 
Errors Based on Mean Scores of the Elementary LevelStudents' Preferences
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Correction strategy Mean SD
1. Complex Explanation )*c)K>*c 3.40 .699
2. Explanation 3.30 .675
3. Repetition with change 3.10 .568
4. Transfer 2.80 .919
5. Original question ^ 2.50 .707
6. Emphasis 2.40 1.17
7. Prompt 2.10 .876
8. Repeat/loop >K>*i 2.10 .568
9. Clue/Questions * 2.10 .568
10. Implicit repetition 2.00 .667
11. Attention >K>K 1.90 1.10
12. Ignore ^ 1.10 .316
>10*;;*; Explicit Other *■ Implicit N=10
SD: Standard deviation 1 Strategies are ranked
form most preferred (#1) to least preferred (12)
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TABLE 4.14
Rank Orderl of Correction Strategies for Grammar 
Errors Based on Mean Scores of Advanced Level 
Students' Preferences
Correction strategy Mean SD
1. Prompt 3.60 .5162. Clue/Questions * 3.20 .6323. Ignore * 3.10 .5684. Original question ^ 3.10 .5685. Repeat/loop 2.80 .9196. Complex Explanation 2.50 .7077. Repetition with change 2.20 .7898. Explanation 2.10 .5689. Emphasis 1.80 .78910. Attention 1.70 .823
11. Transfer 1.20 .422
12. Implicit repetition 1.20 .632
Explicit Other ^ Implicit N=10 
SD: Standard deviation 1 Strategies are ranked 
from most preferred (#1) to least preferred (iil2)
As indicated in Table 4.13, the first three of 
the first five strategies for correction of grammar 
errors preferred by elementary level students ax'e 
identified as explicit and only one is identified as 
implicit. However, as can be seen from Table 4.14, 
three out the first five strategies preferred by 
advanced level students are identified as implicit 
and there are no explicit ones.
When students ranked preferences for correction 
strategies of grammar errors was compared, it was 
observed that elementary level students preferred 
more (the first three) explicit strategies compared 
with those of advanced students (no explicit 
strategies in the first five ranked strategies). 
Therefore, it can be concluded that elementary 
students prefer explicit correction strategies
whereas advanced level students prefer implicit
correction strategies.
TABLE 4 -Xe
Rank OlTdQkr'X o f  Coir^ roo-t^ Xon foi7
ProrujnoXa.'bXon E x ^ ro x ra  Ha&odl on Boono£i o f
Elemen-fcflLry LovoX Bt;uiiejcit;a Profor^nooa
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Cor'r'ectlon atr'atGfiy Mean BD
1. Repetition wltli cliainge 3-50 .527
2. Explanation 3-40 .516
3. Complex Explanation 3.20 .788
4. Empliaaia 2.80 .789
5. Tnanafen 2.70 .483
6- Pnompt 2-50 .707
7. Oniginal q.ueotion 2.40 .516
8 - Repeat/loop 2 - 30 .483
9- Implicit repetition 1.89 .782
l O . Attention 1-60 .699
11- Clue/Queationa >K 1.60 .516
12. lignore 1.40 .516
Explicit Oth.er Implicit N=10
BD: Btandard deviation 1 Btrategiea are raiiked
from moat preferred to leaat preferred (i*:12)
TABIaE 4.X6
Rank OrcLer>X o f  Correction Strate£ciea fo r  
Pronunciation Errora Baaed on Mean Score a o f  
Advanced Level Studenta'  Preferencea
Correction atratesy Mean BD
I- Prompt 3-30 -675
2. Clue/Queationa ^ 2-90 .738
3. Repeat/loop 2.89 .928
4. Orifiilnal «ideation f^c 2.80 .422
5- Ignore ^ 2.70 -949
6- Repetition witli dian^e 2.50 -707
7- Complex Explanation 2.50 .850
8. Empliaaia 2.30 .675
9- Explanation 2,10 .568
10- Implicit repetition 1.88 .782
II- Attention 1-40 .516
12- Tranafer 1.30 .483
Explicit Otlier >K Implicit N=10 
BD: Standard deviation 1 Btrate£(iea are ranked 
from moat preferred (#1) to leaat preferred (iil2)
As indicated in Table 4.15, the first three of 
the first five correction strategies for 
pronunciation errors preferred by elementary 
students are identified as explicit correction 
strategies (no implicit ones). As can be seen from 
Table 4.16, no explicit strategies were among the 
first five correction strategies preferred by
advanced level students for pronunciation errors but 
3 implicit strategies are identified.
When students ranked preferences for correction 
strategies of pronunciation errors were analyzed by 
proficiency level, it was observed that elementary 
level students preferred more explicit strategies 
compared with those of advanced level students (See 
Tables 4.15 and 4.16).
The affect of students' proficiency level on 
teachers' responses can be observed in Tables 4.17, 
4.18, 4.19, and 4.20 below:
TABLE 4.17
Rank Orderl of Correction Strategies for Grammar 
Errors Based on Mean Scores of Teachers' Preferences
at Elementary Level
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Correction strategy Mean SD
1. Prompt ** 3.40 .516
2. Clue/Questions ^ 3.40 .699
3. Original question 3.20 .632
4. Repeat/loop 3.00 .667
5. Ignore '*■ 2.80 .789
6. Repetition with change 2.60 .516
7. Transfer 2.20 1.03
8. Emphasis 2.00 .667
9. Explanation 1.80 .632
10. Attention ** 1.70 .675
11. Complex Explanation 1.70 .823
12. Implicit repetition 1.60 .699
Explicit Others Implicit N=10
SD: Standard deviation 1 Strategies are rankec
from most preferred (ttl) to least preferred (#12)
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TABIUB 4.XS
Rank Or<iar*X o f  Cor-roof ±on. B*br^ afO£[±o£i foj?' Qr-amintiLr' 
Er-iTOir-a HaaocL on Moan Gooktoo o f Toaolaor-a" Proforonooo 
at AdL r^anaod LovoX
Correction atratefiy Mean SD
1. Prompt 3-70 -483
2. Clue/Queat Iona >*< 3-60 . 699
3- Ignore ^ 3-40 -843
4. Original q.ueation ^ 3.20 .422
5. Repeat/loop >K>»c 2-90 .7386. Attention 5to*c 2.50 -707
7- Tranafer 2-50 .850
8. EmpLaala 2.50 -972e. Implicit repetition 2.20 -919
lO. Complex Explanation 2-00 .943
11- Repetition wltk cLange 1.70 -483
12. Explanation 1.30 .483
ifcafc^ Explicit Otlnen >K Implicit N=10
SD: Standard deviation 1 Btrate^loe are ranked
from moat preferred (i*l) to loaat preferred (iH2)
As indicated in Table 4.17, three out of the 
first five strategies preferred by teachers at the 
elementary level are identified as implicit
strategies. Also, as indicated in Table 4.18, three 
out of the first five strategies preferred by
teachers at the advanced level are identified as 
implicit strategies.
TABUS 4 .1 9
Itank OrdorX o f  Corroctlon BfrafofiXeo fo r  
Pronjunc l a f  ion Krrora Baaed on Mean Bcorea 
o f  T ead iera ' P ro f oronooa a f  Klejnenf arv  Level
Correction atrategy Mean SD
1- Prompt 3-70 -483
2. Clue/Queationa ^ 3-10 .568
3. Repeat/loop 3.00 .667
4. Ignore 2.90 - 568
5- Original iiueatlon ^ 2-90 .738
6. Repetition with, change 2-60 .738
7. Emphaa i a 2-40 .699
8. Explanation 2-10 .738
9. Tranafer 2.10 .994
10- Attention ^ 1.80 -789
11- Implicit repetition ?k>k 1-50 .707
12- Complex Explanation 1-50 -850
Expllcll: ^  Oflnor ^ Implicit N=10 
SD: Standard deviation 1 Stratefiloa are remkod
from moat preferred (i^l) to leaat preferred (W12)
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TABLE 4.20
Rank Orderl of Correction Strategies for 
Pronunciation Errors Based on Mean Scores of 
Teachers' Preferences at Advanced Level
Correction strategy Mean SD
1. Prompt 3.50 .972
2. Clue/Questions ^ 3.40 .699
3. Ignore >*' 3.30 .675
4. Original question ^ 2.90 .568
5. Repeat/loop 2.60 .699
6. Attention 2.40 1.087. Transfer 2.40 1.178. Repetition with change 2.20 .632
9. Complex Explanation 2.20 1.03
10. Emphasis 2.10 .876
11. Implicit repetition 1.80 1.03
12. Explanation 1.60 .516
Explicit Other Implicit N=10 
SD: Standard deviation 1 Strategies are ranked from 
most preferred (ttl) to least preferred (#12)
As indicated in Table 4.19, three out of the 
first five correction strategies preferred by 
teachers at the elementary level is identified as 
implicit. As can be seen in Table 4.20, thre out of 
five correction str'ategies preferred by teachers at 
the advanced level are identified as implicit.
When teachers' preferences for implicit and 
explicit correction strategies of classroom errors 
were compared by proficiency level, it was observed 
that teachers preferred implicit strategies for both 
levels. When teachers' rank preferences for 
correction strategies by level was compared, it was 
observed that there is only a slight difference 
between elementary and advanced level. As a result, 
proficiency level has only a slight effect on 
teachers' preferences for correction strategies of
speech errors. However, their preferences did not 
change in terms of explicit or implicit. Since it 
was hypothesized that teachers at the elementary 
level will prefer more explicit strategies compared 
with those at the advanced level this experimental 
hypothesis was rejected.
4.2.7. Mean Comparisons for the Main Effects
Finally, in order to determine whether teacher- 
student differences in preferences for error 
correction strategies were modified by levels of 
proficiency, a 2-way analysis of variance was 
computed. Mean comparisons for the main effects of 
status and proficiency level for error correction 
strategies as well as the possible interaction 
between these main effects were examined in the 
ANOVA for the three most explicit strategies in the 
questionnaire as determined by the baseline data. 
The ANOVA results for grammar errors are presented 
in Table 4.21. below:
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TABLB 4 .2 1
ANOVA Rocii;il.t:a o f  Fox** ExpX±olt; Bt;r*a.t;e£C±e£iCorLa±djor*±ii£( BfCL-tixa «jad Lovol 
fox* Qr-MuntiLX* Er*r*ox*o
Sobix'ce of VflLr·- Bum of DF Mean F Big.of F
Bq.uar*es BqLuane
Main Effecfa 117.650 2 58.825 50.302 -000
STA 75.625 1 75 - 625 64.667 -OOO
LEV 42.025 1 42-025 35-836 -OOO
2 - w & y  Inf - 9.025 1 9.025 7.717 .009
STA LEV 9.025 1 9.025 7.717 .009
Explained 126.675 3 42-225 36-107 .OOO
Residual 42.100 36 1-169
Total 168.775 39 4.328
DF: Decree of fjfeedom Van: Variation
Slg: Significance Int: Interaction BTA: Status
LEV:Level N=30
As indicated in Table 4.21, status and level.
the two main effects, are both significant 
(p<.001). There is also an interaction between 
these two main effects.
In order to see the interaction between main 
effects, cell means were calculated. The results 
were presented in Table 4.22 below:
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TABLE 4.22




As indicated in Table 4.22, students at the 
elementary level preferred explicit correction 
strategies for grammar errors more (M= 9.80) than 
those at the advanced level (M= 6.10). Also, 
teachers at the elementary level gave a higher mean 
rating to these strategies than those at the 
advanced level (M= 6.80 versus M= 5.00). While 
both teachers and students rated these strategies 
higher at the elementary level level, it is clear 
that proficiency level affected students' 
preferences more than it did teachers. Thus, an 
interaction can be observed, as illustrated in the 
graph below:
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FIGURE 4.5Status X Proficiency Level for Grammar Errors
The Anova results for pronunciation errors are 
presented in Table 4.23 below:
TABLE 4.23
ANOVA Results of Preferences For Explicit Strategies 
Considering Status and Level 
for Pronunciation Errors




F Sig. of F
Main Effects 88.100 2 44.050 32.101 .000
STA 62.500 1 62.500 45.547 .000LEV 25.600 1 25.600 18.656 .000
2-way int. 19.600 1 19.600 14.283 .001
STA LEV 19.600 1 19.600 14.283 .001
Explained 107.700 3 35.900 26.162 .000
Residual 49.400 36 1.372
Total 157.100 39 4.028
DF: Degree of freedom Var: Variation
Sig: Significance Int: Interaction STA: Status
LEV: Level N=30
As indicated in Table 4.23, status and level as 
main effects are both significant (p<.01). There is 
also interaction between these main effects (p<.01). 











As indicated in the table, students at the 
elementary level preferred explicit correction 
strategies more (M=10.10) than those at the advanced 
level (M=6.20) and the same pattern can be observed 
for teachers (M=7.10) versus (M=6.00). While both 
types of subjects preferred those strategies more at 
the elementary level, it is clear that proficiency 
level affected students' preferences more than those 
of teachers. Thus, an interaction can be observed 
between main effects. This interaction is shown in 
the graph below:
FIGURE 4.6
Status X Proficiency Level for Pronunciation Errors
As in most cases where there is a strong
interaction effect, the interactions between status 
and level override these main effects. Thus, the 
interactions graphically illustrated in Figures 1 
and 2 both raise suspicion as to claims made about 
the main effect of level. We can not claim, for 
instance, that level influences subjects' ratings of 
explicit strategies based on these findings even 
though there are significant differences between the 
two levels in the cell means. The reason is that 
most of these differences are attributable to the 
higher rating of explicit strategies by elementary 
level students.
4.3.CONCLUSION
In summary, the results of the study have 
revealed that there is a significant difference 
between EFL teachers' and students' preferences for 
correction strategies of grammar and pronunciation 
errors in classroom conversation. In general, 
students preferred more explicit error correction 
strategies than did teachers while teachers
preferred more implicit correction strategies than 
students did. The proficiency level of the students 
also affected the subjects' preferences for error 
correction strategies, as observed in the analyses 
of variance where it is shown that elementary level 
students prefer more explicit strategies compared 
with advanced level students. The proficiency
level of the students also affected teachers'
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preferences but not as much. There is also
interaction between main effects— status and
proficiency level.
The conclusions and discussion of these results 




5.1. SUMMARY OF THE STUDY AND THE CONCLUSIONS
In the first two chapters the topic of this study, 
teachers' and students' preferences for error 
correction strategies in classroom conversation were 
introduced and the related literature concerning 
theories and research on error correction was
discussed. In addition, the problem of this study was 
stated and the variables were identified. In the third 
chapter, the procedure for collecting and analyzing the 
data, the setting, the subjects, and tasks were 
introduced. The fourth chapter presented both a 
quantitative and a descriptive analysis of teachers' 
and students' preferences for error correction
strategies for classroom conversation considering the 
effects of status (teacher-student) and proficiency 
level (elementary-advanced).
In this study, three null and three experimental 
hypotheses were tested and observations were made 
concerning teachers' and students' preferences for the 
error correction strategies in classroom conversation. 
In the first part, it was hypothesized that students 
will prefer more explicit correction strategies for 
classroom conversation errors. The results of the 
study have shown that there are significant differences 
between teachers' and students' preferences for the
error correction strategies of classroom conversation. 
The results of the t-test indicate that these 
differences are significant in 8 out of 12 correction 
strategies for grammar errors in classroom conversation 
(p<-001 for three strategies, p<.01 for two, and p<.05 
for three). Similar results were obtained from the t- 
tests which were run for pi’onunciation errors. 
Differences between teachers' and students' prefei'ences 
for correction of pronunciation errors were also 
significant in 8 out of 12 strategies (p<.001 for three 
strategies, p<.01 for two and p<.05 for three ). Thus, 
these results made it possible to reject the null 
hypothesis that there is no systematic relationship 
between teachers' and students' preferences for error 
correction strategies of classroom conversation.
Further, this relationship was studied in terms of 
‘‘explicit" or "implicit" strategies. In order to 
identify these strategies as either "explicit" or 
"implicit" baseline data was obtained from 18 EFL 
university teachers. The strategies were ranked from 
most explicit to most implicit. Later, students' and 
teachers' preferences for the error correction 
strategies were also ranked based on their mean scores. 
Then, the rankings were correlated with the baseline 
data using two Spearman rank order correlation tests. 
The results indicate that students' rankings correlated
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higher (r=0.26) than those of teachers (r= -0.84). The 
result indicated that students preferred more explicit 
strategies compared with those of teachers. The 
results of the 2-way analysis of variance for the three 
most explicit correction strategies also indicate that 
students preferred more explicit strategies (M=8.30) 
than teachers (M=5.55). Thus, the results of the t- 
tests and the ANOVA have confirmed the validity of the 
hypothesis that EFL students prefer more explicit 
correction strategies for classroom conversation 
errors.
Although the present study differs from Cathcart 
and Olsen's (1976) in terms of perspective (they also 
examined correction preferences of teachers and 
students for classroom conversation errors), a 
similarity was observed. When the first five most 
liked correction strategies preferred by the students 
in Cathcart and Olsen's (1976) study were examined in 
terms of explicit or implicit, it was observed that the 
first three strategies were explicit strategies (1. 
repetition with change, 2. explanation, and 3. complex 
explanation). In addition, when the first five least 
liked strategies were examined in terms of explicit or 
implicit, two of the strategies were implicit (1. 
ignore, and 2. clue/questions). In the present study 
only the first three and last three strategies in the
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baseline ranking were identified as explicit or 
implicit. A similar pattern of results was also 
obtained from Cathcart and Olsen's study in students' 
preferences for strategies which treat pronunciation 
errors. Again, the first three of the most liked 
strategies were explicit (1. repetition with change, 
2. explanation, and 3. complex explanation). Also, the 
first two of the least liked strategies were identified 
as implicit (1. ignore and 2.clue/questions). Wlien the 
first three most liked correction strategies for both 
grammar and pronunciation errors preferred by teachers 
in Cathcart and Olsen's (1976) study were examined in 
terms of explicit or implicit, it was observed that 
teachers preferred only one type of explicit strategy 
for both grammar and pronunciation errors, which was 
repetition with change. Thus, the results of the 
present study, that students prefer more explicit 
correction strategies compared with those of teachers, 
confirmed those of Cathcart and Olsen's (1976).
Theories of language learning and methodological 
approaches have changed in recent decades. This shift 
has affected teachers' attitudes towards learner 
errors. Thus, teachers' preferences for error
correction strategies have changed over time. However, 
information about changes in theories and methodology 
is available to teachers much more than to students.
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Thus, due to their traditional educational system and 
behavioral habits, students still prefer explicit 
strategies. In our case, in Turkey, the EFL teacher is 
the main source of information for EFL students. Thus, 
students expect explanation about their errors and 
prefer explicit correction.
In the second part, it was hypothesized that 
beginning level students will prefer more explicit 
strategies compared with those of advanced level 
students. The results of the t-test show that there is 
a negative relationship between elementary and advanced 
level students' preferences for error correction 
strategies. This relationship is significant in 8 out 
of 12 correction strategies for grammar errors. 
Elementary level students preferred (1) explanation 
(p<.001), (2) repetition with change (p<.01), (4) 
complex explaiiation (p<.01), (6) transfer (p<.001), and 
(9) implicit repetition (p<.05), whereas advanced level 
students preferred (3) prompt (p<.001), (11) original 
question (p<.00)l, and (12) clue/questions (p<.001). 
Similar results were obtained from the t-tests that 
were run for pronunciation errors. Here the
differences between levels were significant in 6 out of 
12 correction strategies for pronunciation errors. 
Elementary level students preferred (1) explanation 
(p<.01), (2) repetition with change (p<.01), and (6)
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treinafer (p<.01) more than advanced level atudento,
whereas advanced level students preferred (3) prompt 
(p<.05), (11) ignore (p<.01), and (12) clue/questions 
(p<.01) more than elementary level students. Thus, the 
t-test allowed us to reject the null hypothesis that 
proficiency level did not affect students' preferences 
for the error correction strategies of classroom 
conversation.
Next, the error correction strategies preferred by 
elementary and advanced level students were classified 
as either implicit or explicit. First, these students' 
preferences were ranked based on their mean scores. 
Then, the rankings were compared and the first three 
strategies preferred by elementary level students were 
found to be explicit (complex explanation, explanation 
and repetition with change), while two of the first 
three strategies preferred by advanced level students 
were found to be implicit (clue/questions and ignore) 
for grammar errors. Thus, there were significant 
differences between the preferences of elementary and 
advanced level students in terms of preference for 
explicit versus implicit strategies.
In addition, the results of the 2-way ANOVA for 
the three most explicit correction strategies show that 
elementary level students preferred more (M=9.80) 
explioit strategies than advanced level students
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(M=6.80). Thus, the results of the t-test and ANOVA 
have confirmed the validity of the hypothesis that 
elementary level students prefer more explicit 
strategies compared with those at the advanced level.
In the third part, it was hypothesized that 
teachers who teach at the elementary level will prefer 
more explicit strategies compared with those at the 
advanced level. The results of the t-test that was run 
by proficiency level have shown that there are 
significant differences between preferences of teachei's 
who teach elementary and advanced level students. 
However, this relationship is significant in only 2 out 
of 12 correction strategies for grammar errors 
(repetition with change p<.001, and attention p<.05). 
The results of the t-test for pronunciation errors have 
shown that there is no significant relationship between 
teachers who teach elementary and advanced level 
students. Thus, the null hypothesis that the 
proficiency level of the students has no effect on the 
teachers preferences is only partly rejected.
Further, elementary and advanced level teachers' 
preferences were ranked based on their mean scores and 
these preferences were identified as either explicit or 
implicit. When the rankings were compared, it was 
observed that even though teachers at different levels 
preferred different strategies, the proportion of
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explicit to implicit strategies at each level remained 
the same. The results of the t-test for pronunciation 
errors indicate that only one of the first three 
strategies preferred by teachers of elementary level 
students is implicit (clue/questions), but two of the 
first three strategies preferred by teachers of 
advanced level students are implicit (clue/questions 
and ignore), a fact which rejects the experimental 
hypothesis that teachers of advanced level students 
will prefer more implicit strategies.
The 2-way ANOVA for the three most explicit 
strategies show similar results. Teachers who taught 
at the elementary level preferred more explicit 
strategies (M=6.10) than those at the advanced level 
(M=5.00). Similar results were obtained for
pronunciation errors where teachers preferred more 
explicit strategies (M=6.20) at the elementary level 
than at the advanced level (M=6.00). Thus, the results 
have shown that the proficiency level of the students 
affects teachers preferences, but not significantly. 
Teachers changed their preferences only slightly 
depending on the proficiency level of the students and 
the latter factor did not influence their preferences 
for explicit or implicit strategies. Thus, the null 
hypothesis of no difference between the preferences of 
teachers who teach elementary level students and those
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who teach advanced level students was accepted.
5.2. EVALUATION/ASSESSMENT OF THE STUDY
Due to the limited number of subjects and the 
limited time available for data collection and
analysis, the results of this study should not be 
generalized for all EFL teachers and students in 
Turkey. All the subjects were selected from TOMER, a 
language teaching centre of Ankara University. Since 
it is a language community centre, the students' 
purpose for studying English may differ from those of 
state or private schools. Thus, it is suggested that 
this study be carried out in other types of schools 
such as state high schools, private schools, Anatolian 
high schools and universities.
Another flaw in the methodology of this study 
could account for some of the findings related to 
proficiency level. These findings failed to show 
significant differences between teachers' preferences 
for error correction strategies based on the level of 
proficiency of their students. However, the 10
teachers who were selected as subjects for this study 
taught classes at both elementary and advanced levels. 
Even though these subjects were instructed to fill out 
two questionnaires, each one reflecting preferences for 
error correction strategies which were appropriate at 
that level, the teachers could have confused the two
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levels; in fact, their preferences were very similar in 
the two questionnaires they filled out. Therefore, a 
better procedure would be to select as subjects 
teachers who teach at only one level. Thus, two 
separate groups of teachers would be selected, one 
teaching at the elementary level, and the other at the 
advanced level.
Another improvement in the data collection 
procedure is to revise the questionnaire. The 
questionnaire used in the present study is an 
adaptation of Cathcart and Olsen's (1976). A new 
questionnaire can be prepared by taping some EFL 
teachers' classes in order to collect additional
correction strategies. Also, in terms of analyzing
these strategies, it is suggested that all strategies 
be identified as either explicit or implicit as opposed 
to analyzing only the first and last three strategies 
as such. So, in order to increase our knowledge about 
attitudes of both EFL teachers and students towards 
error correction strategies further research of this 
nature is needed.
5.3. PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS
In conclusion, this study revealed that Turkish 
EFL students prefer more explicit correction strategies 
compared with those of teachers. The proficiency level 
of the students was a significant factor in affecting
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students' and teachers' preferences, even though the 
findings were not statistically significant. 
Nevertheless, proficiency level did affect students' 
preferences more than those of teachers. For example, 
advanced level students' pz'eferences were more similar 
to those of teachers compared with preferences of 
elementary level students'. Students seem to be more 
influenced than teachers by traditional language 
teaching methodology. However, it can be observed that 
students change their preferences when they are 
exposed to new approaches. Teachers, on the other 
hand, are more affected by changes in theories of 
leai'ning and methodology. Since students need time in 
order to understand the rationale behind new teaching 
approaches and techniques, teachers should talk to 
their students about the rationale behind the new 
approaches before applying them. It is also suggested 
that the proficiency level of the students should be 
taken into consideration when applying these correction 
strategies.
5.4. IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
Since teachers prefer implicit and students prefer 
explicit strategies, it is recommended that further 
research be done on the rationale behind these 
preferences and how these preferences affect the 
learning process. Teachers and students should have
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reasons for their preferences. Students' personality- 
traits and learning strategies can be taken into 
consideration for further research. One research 
question is whether there is a relationship between 
students' preferences for error correction and their 
learning strategies (deductive -inductive) and 
personality traits (extravert and introvert or field- 
dependent and field independent). Do students who 
prefer inductive learning prefer implicit strategies? 
Do extraverted students prefer implicit strategies? Do 
field-dependent students prefer more implicit 
strategies while field-independent students prefer more 
explicit strategies?
Finally, the number of subjects in the present 
study was kept low due to time limitation and the 
amount of statistical analysis required. It is 
recommended that the mimber of the subjects should be 
increased in further research.
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ERROR CORRECTION QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDENTS
APPENDIX A
a few minutes to fill out this
Do not write your name on thequestionnaire. 
questionnaire— you will remain anonymous.
First, some questions about your background.
Sex: ____ H ____ E






If you are a student, school where you currently 
attend: __________ _ __________________________________________
Proficiency level: .Elementary 1 .Elementary 2
.Intermediate 1 ___ Intermediate 2
_Advanced 1 _____ Advanced 2
The purpose of studying English:
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Imagine that you are taking an English class and 
during the free conversation your teacher asks you the 
following question:
“Where did you go yesterday?"
You answer: "I ga to the bank."
Below are some of the ways your teacher can 
respond to your error. Which response do you prefer? 





good good good bad
PART TWO EXAMPLE: 1
1. "Don't say g o ; say went."
2. " I  went to the bank."
3. "Yesterday, I ....."
4. "Go is the present tense. You 
need past tense here."
5. "What's the second word?"
6. "Students?"(Class gives answer)
7 . •‘M m nm uim um m nim n in. ( Disapproval)
8. "Please repeat the sentence."
9. "What?"
10. "Again. Where did you go?"
11. "Really? Did you make a 
deposit?"
12. "When you went to the bank, 
what did you do?"
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Imagine that you are taking an English class and 
during the free conversation your teacher asks you the 
following question:
"What do you do every morning?"
You answer: "I stoody English."
Below are some of the ways your teacher can 
respond to your error. Which response do you prefer? 




good good good bad
PAET TWO: EXAMPLE 2
1. "Don,t say stnody; say study."
2. "I Study English."
3. "Every morning I ....."
4. "We don't say a long "U" sound in 
that word. We need the sound 
"iih" like schwa, but stressed.
5."What's the second word?"
6. "Students? (Class gives answer)
7. "Mmmmmmmmmm" (Disapproval)
8. "Please repeat the sentence?"
9. "What?"
10. "What do you do every morning?"
11. "Really? For how long?"(Teacher 
doesn't correct the error)
12. "Really?" How long do you study 
then?"
ERROR CORRECTION QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS 
Please tcike a few minutes to fill out this 
questionnaire. Do not write your name on the 
questionnaire— you will remain anonymous.
First, some questions about your background.





School where you currently teach: 
Program you currently teach in: _  
School where you taught before: _  
Program you taught in before: ___
How long have you been teaching? ___________ years at
present school _________years at previous school
The level you teach:
.English as a ForeignTypes of students you teach: _
Langauge _____ ESP OtherfSpecify_____




Imagine that you are giving an English class to
your second language students. In class during the free
conversation, you ask a student the following question:
"Where did you go yesterday?"
The student answers: "I gQ to the bank."
How would you respond? Rate the following
responses using the scale below:
RESPONSES: not
very very 
good good good bad
PART TWO: EXAMPLE 1
1. "Don't say go; say went."
2. “I went to the bank."
3. "Yesterday I ....... "
4. "Go is the present tense. 
You need past tense here."
5. "What is the second word?"
6. "Students?"(Class gives 
answer)
7. ••MmaB«»nmmm."(Diaapproval)
8."Please repeat the sentence."
9. "What?"
10. "Again. Wiiere did you go?"
11. “Really? Did you make a 
deposit.“
12. "When you went to the bank, 
what did you do?"
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Imagine that you are giving an English class to 
your second language students. In class during the free 
conversation, you ask a student the following question: 
"What do you do every morning?“
The student answers: "I atoodv English.”
How would you respond? Rate the following 




good good good bad
PART TWO: EXAMPLE 2
1. "Don't say steady; say study.”
2. ” I study English."
3. "Every morning I ....... ”
4. "We don't say a long "U" soimd 
in that word. We need the sound 
"vih" like schwa, but stressed.
5. "What's the second word?"
6. "Students?"(Class gives answer)
7. "Mmmmmmm.(Disapproval)
8. "Please repeat the sentence.
9. "What?"
10."What do you do every morning?"
11. "Really? For how long?
(Teacher doesn't correct)
12."Really? How long do you study 
then?
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CHAUDRON'S (1989) TAXONOMY FOR ERROR CORRECTION
STRATEGIES
Feature or type of "Act" Description
Ignore: teacher ignores student's error, goes on to 
the topic, or shows acceptance of content. 
For example, S: I go to the school yesterday.
T: What did you do then?
Interrupt: teacher interrupts students utterance
following error, or before student has 
completed.
For example, S: Yesterday I go to the ....
T: I went to
Delay: teacher waits to complete utterance before
correcting.
For example, S: Yesterday I go to the school 
T: I went.
Acceptance: simple approving or accepting word 
(Usually as sign of reception of 
utterance), but teacher may immediately 
correct a linguistic error.
For example, T: Good, fine, excellent etc.
Attention: attention-getter; probably quickly 
learned by students.
For example, T: pay attention, pardon? Mmmm.
Negation: teacher shows rejection of part or all of 
students utterance.
For example, S: I go to the school yesterday.
T: No, Not go.
Provide: teacher provides the correct answer when
student has been unable or when no response 
is offered.
For example, S: Yesterday when I go to the school,
I uh....
T: joined the lesson.
Reduction: teacher's employs only a segment of 
student's utterance.
For example, S: I woctld eee..
T: Woct (spelling)
Expansion: teacher adds more linguistic material to 
student's utterance, possibly making 
more complete.
For example, S: I get the bus yesterday.
T: I got on the bus yesterday.
APPENDIX C
Emphasis: teacher uses stress, iterative repetition, 
or question intonation, to mark area or 
fact of incorrectness.
For example, S: I go to the school yesterday.
T: What is the second word?
Repetition with no change: teacher repeats student's 
utterance with no change of error, or 
omission of error.
For example, S: I go to the school yesterday.
T: I go to the school yesterday.
Repetition with no change and emphasis: teacher 
repeats students with no change of 
error, but emphasis locates or indicates 
fact of error.
For exajnple, T: I to the school yesterday.
Repetition with change: usually teacher simply adds 
correction and continues to other 
topics. Normally only when emphasis is 
added will correcting change become 
clear, or will teacher attempt to make 
it clear.
For e:<ample, S: I go to the school yesterday.
T: I went to the school yesterday.
Repetition with change and emphasis: teacher adds
emphasis to stress location of error and 
its correct formulation.
For example, S: I go to the school yesterday.
T: I WENT to the school yesterday.
Explanation: teacher provides information as to 
cause or type of error.
For example, S: I go to the school yesterday.
T: Don't say go, say went.
Complex explanation: combination of negotiation, 
repetitions, and/or explanation.
For example, S: I go to the school yesterday.
T: Go is the present tense. You need 
past tense here.
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Repeat: teacher requests student to repeat
utterance, with intent to have student self- 
correct .
For e-xample, S: I go to the school yesterday.
T: Again? Where did you go?
Repeat: procedures are understood that by pointing
or otherwise signalling, teacher has student 
repeat.
Loop: teacher honestly needs a replay of student
utterance, due to lack of clarity or certainty 
of its form.
For example, T:· Please repeat the sentence.
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Prompt: teacher uses a lead-in cue to get student 
repeat utterance, possibly at point of 
error; possible slight rising intonation. 
For example, S: I go the school yesterday.
T: Yesterday I..............
to
Clue: teacher reaction provides student with
isolation of type of error or of the nature of 
its immediate correction, without providing 
correction.
For example, S: I go to the school yesterday.
T: go to?
Original question: teacher repeats the original
question that led to response.
For example, T: Where did you go yesterday?
S: I go to the school yesterday.
T: Where did you go yesterday?
Altered question: teacher alters original question
syntactically, but not semantically. 
For example, T: Where did you go yesterday?
S: I go to the school yesterday.
T: Yesterday morning where did you go?
Questions: numerous ways of asking for new response, 
often with clues, etc.
For example, S: I go to the school yesterday.
T: When you went to the school 
yesterday what did you do?
Transfer: teacher asks student or several, or class 
to provide correction.
For example, S: I go to the school yesterday.
T: Students? (Class gives answer).
Verification: teacher attempts to assureunderstanding of correction; a new 
elicitation is implicit or made more 
explicit.
Exit: at any stage in the exchange teacher may drop 
correction of the error, though usually not 
after explicit negation, emphasis, etc.
